






















































































04/15/05 FRI 10:02 FAX 303 932 7318 Santarella & Eckert LLC doo1

Santarella & Eckert, LI.C
7050 Puma Txail
Littleton, CO 80125
303.932-7610
Fax: 303.932.7316

FAX COVER SHEET

FAX NUMBER TRANSMITTED TO: 303-312-6953

To: Jim Eppers

Of: US EPA Region 8 ENF-LEP
From: Joseph M. Santarella Jr.
Client/Matter: RMELC/Xcel Comanche
Date: April 15, 2005

DOCUMENTS - e .. 4 aee H. o "NUMBER OF PAGES*
NPS Comments ' . 25
CH2MHill Response 13
APCD Response o ) 7

COMMENTS:

Dear Jim - Per our telecom, I am transmitting the correspondence between NPS, CH2MHill and
APCD regarding the implications of the EPA NOV issued to Xcel Energy for NSR violations at
Comanche Station, Specific discussion regarding the EPA NOV may be found in the NPS

comments at 1-5 in the narrative attachment, the CH2MHill response at 3, and the APCD
response at 3. Let me know if you have any questions or if [ may be of assistance. -

Kindest regards, el _— r
2~ Ve MM
Joe Santarella M

P.S. I am sending the documents in two separate transmissions duc to size.

* NOT COUNTING COVER SHEET. [F YOU DO NOT RECEIVE ALL PAGES, PLEASE TELEPHONE US
IMMEDIATELY AT 303-932-7610.
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Ms. Jackie Joyce _ ' s

Air Pollution Control Division

Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment
4300 Cherry Creek Dr. S '

Denver, Colorado 80246-1530 -

Re: Public Service Company of Colorado’s Permit to
Construct Comanche Station Unit 3:
Response to November 24, 2004, Comments by the
National Park Service

Dear Ms. Joyce:

We write on behalf of Public Service Company of Colorado (“PSCo”) in
response to the draft comments filed with the Air Pollution Control Division (APCD)
by Liana Reilly of the National Park Service (“NPS”) on November 24, 2004, ~
regarding the PSCo Clean Air Act permit application referenced above.

The NPS comments may fairly be divided into five areas: (1) the impact of
“future BART requirements on the creditability of contemporaneous net emissions
decreases from Comanche Units 1 and 2; (2) the impact of EPA’s current PSD
enforcement efforts on the creditability of contemporaneous net emissions decreases
from Comanche Units 1 and 2; (3) the impact of heat inputs to Comanche Units 1
" and 2 in excess of Title V limits on the creditability of contemporaneous net

emissions decreases from those units; (4) the results of PSCo’s top-down BACT
analysis; and (5) the results of PSCo’s modeling for pollutants for which a
significant net emissions increase is predicted. Our responses to each of these five
issues—as well as your related comments shared with us during our meeting on
December 21, 2004, and the letter dated December 13, 2004, from Chuck Machovec !
to James Nall—are set forth below.

PSCo disagrees with NPS’s arguments and legal assertions and addresses
their points in detail below. Nonetheless, it is important to note that since NPS
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sent their draft comments on November 24, 2004, Public Service Company of
Colorado entered into a Settlement Agreement with a broad coalition of citizen and
environmental organizations. The Settlement Agreement is dated December 3,
2004, and has previcusly been sentto you. The terms of the Settlement Agreement
should fully address the NPS comments and concerns.

1. Potential future reductions under BART do not render current
emissions decreases non-creditable for PSD permitting purposes

The NPS comments suggest that future potential BART reductions at
Comanche Units 1 and 2 render the emission reductions at those units non-
creditable for netting purposes. We disagree. EPA’s PSD regulation plainly states
that an emissions decrease is creditable when “the old level of actual emissions or

" the old level of allowable emissions, whichever is lower, exceeds the new level of
actual emissions.”l Because BART requirements are not currently applicable to
Comanche Units 1 or 2—and may very well not become applicable until as late as

January 31, 2013—the current perinits tor those units do not include BART-Telated
limitations on either actual or allowable emissions. In fact, the very provisions of
EPA’s New Source Review Workshop Manual cited by NPS in its comments actually
confirm that emissions decreases are calculated on the basis of current limitations
on actual or allowable emissions, and not potential future limitations.2 The NPS
comments appear to confuse those emission limits that are currently applicable to a
source, and those emission limits that may at some time in the future become
applicable to the source—even if implementation of the future potential limitations
1s a decade in the future. This view of PSD netting is at odds with the plain text of .
the regulation and the primary guidance décument on the point, and should not
form the basis for a permitting decision by Colorado.

1 40 C.F.R. § 52.21(b)(3)(vi)(a). !

2 See NPS Comments at 3 (citing “New Source Review Workshop Manual
(Draft),” at A.41 (Envt’l Prot. Agency, Oct. 1990) [hereinafter “Workshop Manual”])
(“For an existing unit, actual emissions just prior to either a physical or operational
change are based on the lower of the actual or allowable emissions levels.”).
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2. Potential future reductions resulting from EPA’s nascent NSR
enforcement action do not render current emissions decreases non-
- creditable for PSD Permitting purposes

The NPS comments also suggest that EPA’s PSD allegations regarding past
construction projects at Comanche Units 1 and 2 render the emission reductions at
those units non-creditable for netting purposes. Again, we disagree. The Workshop
Manual clarifies that “[a] source cannot receive emission reduction credit for
reducing any portion of actual emissions which resulted because the source was
operating out of compliance.” The NPS comments suggest that because EPA has
identified potential violations of the NSR program at Comanche Units 1 and 2, that
the current emissions at those units are presumptively in excess of compliance-level
emissions, and cannot therefore form the basis of creditable emissions decreases ¢
The EPA’s allegations of noncompliance are far from demonstrating noncompliance
at Comanche Units 1 and 2. First and foremost, a mere allegation of noncompliance
may not be treated as a final adjudication of the merits of the allegation. Second,
PSCo wholly disagrees with the allegations made by the EPA with respect to

with all applicable requirements. And last, given the nationwide uncertainty with
respect to EPA’s novel NSR litigation theories, the emissions from Comanche Units
1 and 2 must be presumptively considered as compliant until otherwise finally
established. With the presumption that emissions from Comanche Units 1 and 2
are lawful, and the highly uncertain prospects that the EPA will pursue—much less
prevail on—its enforcement theories, we believe the NPS’s comments on this point
should not form the basis for a permitting decision by Colorado.

compliance with NSR, and maintains that it has been and remains in compliance .

3. PSCo’s Comanche Title V permit has no heat input limits relevant to
the creditability of emission reductions

The NPS asserts that it has “discovered that the existing Comanche boilers
typically exceed the heat input rates contained in their Title V operating permit,”
thereby possibly rendering a portion of the emission reductions at those units non-
creditable for netting purposes. The fact is that Comanche’s Title V permit contains

!
‘

8 See Workshop Manual at A.41.
4 See NPS Comments at 3.
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no enforceable limits on heat input rates.5 And because Comanche has never
violated its actual Title V NOx or SO; emission limits for the Units 1 and.2 boilers
PSCo is not relying on reductions of excess emissions to support its netting analysis.
Moreover, heat input-related matters have no impact on PSCo’s air quality
modeling. Accordingly, the allegation that PSCo has relied on excess emissions to
support its netting analysis is inaccurate, and we believe the NPS’s comments on
this point should not form the basis for a permitting decision by Colorado.

4.  PSCo’s permit application correctly identifies BACT or BACT-
equivalent emission controls for new Comanche Unit 3

a. PSCo’s BACT equivalency analysis—though not required under
NSR—concludes that neither CFB nor IGCC are BACT for new
Comanche Unit 3

The NPS comments suggest that inherently lower-polluting processes should

be considered in the top-down BACT process. Specifically, NPS suggests that PSCo
should explain why neither circulating fluidized bed (“CFB”) nor integrated
gasification combined cycle (IGCC”) technologies qualify as BACT for this project.
Our response is three-fold.

First and primarily, EPA does not require a source to analyze different
combustor or electric generating technology designs in a top-down BACT review.
Historically the permit applicant defines the source, and PSCo defined the
Comanche 3 source as a pulverized coal-fired (PC) steam electric generating unit, or
PC boiler. Historically in Colorado, once the permit applicant defines the source,
the state of Colorado applies the BACT process for PSD pollutants to identify the
best available technologies to control emissions from that source, in this case BACT
to control the PSD pollutants (PM10) from a PC boiler. This is a matter.left up to
the states, and the State of Colorado has never required a source to change or
modify the source design during the BACT process. Accordingly, the NPS comment
that the APCD should consider IGCC or CFB in the context of a BACT analysis for
a PC boiler is clearly contrary to established APCD practice and should therefore be
rejected. Secondly, PSCo’s September 10, 2004, permit application concludes that

.5 Accord Title V Permit No. 960PPB133 issued by Colorado to Public Service Co.—.
Comanche Station (June 1, 2002, rev. November 19, 2002) at 4-7 (hereinafter
“Title V Permit”).
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the construction of Comanche Unit 3 is not an NSR major modification for SO, and
NOx because of the plant-wide emissions limitations taken for those pollutants. As
a result, no top down BACT analysis for these pollutants is required: the only PSD
pollutants at issue at Comanche 3 are PM10, CO, HF and VOCs. IGCC, though an
unproven technology in pilot study only, is intended as a electricity generating
process that will reduce SO2 and NOx, not PM10, CO, HF and VOCs. Qutside the
context of a required top-down BACT analysis for N Ox and SO2, the suggestion by
NPS that PSCo is required to evaluate IGCC in a top-down BACT evaluation is
clearly misplaced.

Regarding the CFB combustion option, CFB designs are limited to approximately
300 MW in size. Using the CFB approach would require three CFB units for the Unit 3
project compared to one PC unit for a 750 MW plant. Since the CFB option is not
available in the 750 MW size range it was rejected. Also, three CFB units would be more
expensive to build than would one PC unit and would result in higher operating costs
to staff and operate three CFB units.

\

Finally, the Settlement Agreement concludes that the use of low-NOy burners
and selective catalytic reduction to achieve a NOy emissions level of 0.08 lbs/MMBtu
on a 30-day rolling average is equivalent to BACT. Likewise, the use of low-sulfur
coal and a lime spray drier absorber for the control of SOz to an emissions level of
0.10 Ibs/MMBtu on a 30-day rolling average is equivalent to BACT. The Settlement
Agreement does not mention IGCC or CFB, but obviously does include a
requirement that PSCo install LNB and FGD on Units 1 and 2.

In conclusion, neither Colorado nor EPA requires PSCo to conduct a top-down
BACT analysis for IGCC or CFB for a PC boiler design;, PSCo has netted out of PSD
for SO2 and NOx by agreeing to install pollution control equipment on Units 1 and
2 to reduce overall plant-wide emissions; and PSCo has entered into a Settlement
Agreement with all major citizen organizations to install LNB and FGC on Units 1
and 2. Therefore the NPS comment regarding IGCC are without merit. :

b. PSCo’s BACT analysis for CO and PM;yy is correct

The Comanche 3 CO emission rate of 0.15 Lb/MMBtu is equivalent to many
other recently issued PSD permits for PC boilers such as the 750 MW Coundil Bluffs
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Energy Center Unit 4 burning PRB coal with a CO emission rate limit of 0.154
Lb/MMBtu. Thus the CO emission rate is BACT as demonstrated by other recent
permits.

The Comanche 3 PM;p (filterable) emission rate of 0.0130 Lb/MMBtu is lower
than most recently issued PSD permits for PC boilers. The total PMip (filterable and
condensable) emission rate of 0.020 Lb/MMBtu should be compared to other recent
PSD permit limits for total PMio such as the 750 MW Coundil Bluffs Energy Center Unit
4 burning PRB coal with a total PM1o emission rate limit of 0.025 Lb/MMBtu.

5. PSCo’s modeling results show no adverse air quality impacts

a. -~ Modeling technical corrections

[@oo7

l

For our 24-hour PMjo ISC NAAQS modeling, we used potential to emit rates
for Units 1-2. For SOg, the potential to emit emissions for Units 1-3 were used in
the ISC NAAQS modeling.

b. PMo modeling issues

The total PMjo emission rate listed in Table 3-2 of the application includes:

Filterable PMo: 100 1b/hr
Condensable Sulfuric Acid Mist: 25 1b/hr
Condensable Fluoride: 3.6 Ib/hr
Condensable HCL: 4.8 Ib/hr
. Condensable Ammonium Sulfate: 8.2 1b/hr
Total . 142 Ib/hr

For the Unit 3 Project, condensable sulfuric acid mist was “netted out”, and
was not included in the CALPUFF/VISCREEN modeling. Filterahle PMiowas
grouped with fluoride and HCI to arrive at a total PMyo emission rate of 108.5 Ib/hr,
and modeled total sulfate using the ammomum sulfate emlssxon rate of 8.2 Ib/hr.
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c. Short term emission Iimits

NPS suggested in its comments, and Mr. Machovec requested in his
December 13, 2004, email that PSCo-propose short term emission limits for PM,o,
NOx, and SOz for Units 1, 2, and 3. The basis of these suggestions and
recommendations appears to be that the short term emission included in PSCo’s air

quality modeling should be supported by enforceable short term permit limits. Our
response is two-fold. -

First and primarily, PSCo’s September 10, 2004, permit application concludes
that the construction of Comanche Unit 3 is not an NSR major modification for SO,
and NOx because of the plant-wide emissions limitations ensures that emission
increases resulting from the construction of Comanche 3 will remain below
significance levels. As a result, no PSD air quality impact modeling for these
pollutants is required. Because no modeling is required, we believe that NPS’s
comments on the question of whether appropriate short term limits were used in
the modeling cannot form the basis for a permitting decision by Colorado.

PSCo has elected to conduct a voluntary visibility modeling analysis to % A(:,
demonstrate the overall visibility improvements of the Comanche 3 project, and % -
provide the results to the APCD. In the Settlement Agreement with local citizens %, %
and environmental groups, PSCo agreed to install an FGD system on Unit 1 to "‘
provide even greater SOz emission reductions from the project. CH2MHill is
currently modeling the emissions from Comanche based on the Settlement
Agreement terms and conditions, and the results of this visibility analysis will be
included in the addendum to the permit application that will be filed with the
APCD in mid January 2005. The air quality impact analyses concludes that for all
pollutants—including SO2 and NOx—there is no violation of any National Ambient
Air Quality Standard for any Class I or Class Il area. The analysis also shows that
there is no violation of a Class I or Class Il PSD increment for any pollutant,
including SOz and NOx. Last, the voluntary, non-binding air quality analysis
demonstrates that there is no adverse impact to air quality related values
(including visibility) in any mandatory federal Class I area or Class II area from the
construction and operation of the Comanche Unit 3 project. In fact, due to the
emissions reductions from the addition of LNB and FGD to Units 1 and 2, the
modeling conclusively demonstrates air quality improvement. But this voluntary
modeling effort should not in any way be interpreted as requiring PSCo to propose
or accept short term emission limits for Units 1, 2, or 3 other than those otherwise
required by federal law (e.g., NSPS limits) or required by the specific terms of the
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Settlement Agreement. Colorado’s guidance on the application of short term
emission limits not otherwise required by federal regulations is clear: non-federally-
required short term limits are clearly not required and should not be placed into
permits. Because the short-term limits used in thevoluntary modeting effort are
not federally required (and not required by the Settlement Agreement), it would
violate Colorado’s Short Term Emissions policy to require emission limits shorter
than 30-day rolling average emission limits in the Comanche 3 project permit,
Please see the attached White Paper on Short Term Emission Limits.

We are pleased to have been able to submit these responses to the comments
of NPS. If you have any questions regarding our response, or need additional
information from us in support of our permit application, please do not hesitate to
contact me at 720 286 5056 or at the above mail address.

Sincegfely,
7)) ¢

Vice President

Attachment

6 See April 23, 1998, memorandum from Dave Ouimette to Stationary Sources
Program and Local Agencies entitled, “PS-Memo 98-3 Short Term Limits Policy.”
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The Terms of the Settlement Agreement and Colorado’s Short-term
Emission Limit Policy Prohibit Requiring Short-term Limits for NOx and
SOz in the Comanche Unit 8 Project’s Air Permits

It has been the formal policy of the Air Pollution Control Division (APCD)
since 1998 to limit the use of short-term emission limits (less than 30-day rolling
average limits) to specific federal or state applicable requirements. Nonetheless, in
preliminary comments dated November 24, 2004, related to the permitting of the
Comanche Unit 3 project, the National Park Service (‘“NPS”) suggested—without
reference to Colorado’s long-standing policy—that Public Sexrvice Company of
Colorado’s (“PSCo”) Comanche Unit 3 project permit should include short-term
emission limits not otherwise required by law.l Because the NPS suggestion is
plainly contrary to APCD'’s policy; contrary to the specific terms and conditions of
the Settlement Agreement; and will have the effect of dramatically increasing
regulatory uncertainty in state permitting processes, we respectfully request that
APCD clarify that the Comanche permit will not include short-term emission limits
for SOz and NOx (and specifically include the SOz and NOx emission limits
referenced in the Settlement Agreement).

DISCUSSION

- UNIT 3 PROJECT NETTING APPLICATION: The Comanche Unit 3 project
———-———application-requests.shgzt-te_qn PSD limits for PMig-and short-term NSPS limits for

SOz and NO,. The application requires PSCO to install LNB and FGD to achieve
significant reductions in NOx and SO2 in order to “net”. Therefore, the
construction of Comanche Unit 3 project is not a major modification for SOz and -
NOx because of the meaningful plant-wide emission reductions. As a result, PSD is
inapplicable for SO2 and NOx, and no short-term emission limits at Unit 3 for these
pollutants are required under the PSD program. The application concludes that the
construction of Unit 3 project is, however, a major modification for PMio. As a
result, short-term limits for PMo at Unit 3 would be entirely appropriate under the
April 1998 policy. And because Comanche Unit 3 is subject to an NSPS standard, it
is entirely appropriate under the policy to include NSPS-based short-term emission
limits in the Unit 3 permit. But no short-term PSD limits for SO2 or NOx may be
included in the Unit 3 permit (other than the 30-day and annual limits agreed to in
the Settlement Agreement), and no short-téerm limits may be included at all in the
permit for Units 1 and 2 as a result of the netting involved in the Unit 3 project
(other than the limits agreed to in the Settlement Agreement or in the existing Title
V permit). _ : :

SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT: On December 3, 2004 PSC) entered into a
voluntary Settlement Agreement with all of thg major citizen organizations in and

?

1 See “National Park Service—Air Resources Division Comments on PSCO Major Modification to the
Comanche Power Plant,” (November 24, 2004) at 8 [hereinafter “NPS Draft Comments”).

2
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around Pueblo, Colorado to resolve all issues (including air quality) concerning the
Comanche Unit 3 project. Most importantly to this discussion, PSCo will, under the
‘Settlement Agreement, install expensive pollution controls at Units 1 and 2, ;
creating meaningful air pollution reductions at the Station.2 But equally important, |
the Settlement Agreement requires rolling monthly and annual emission limits,

consistent with the APCD STEL policy.? The Settlement Agreement specifically

does not require shorter term emission limits for SO2 and NOx.

CDPHE SHORT TERM EMISSION LIMIT GUIDANCE: In a guidance
document published on April 23, 1998, 4 APCD articulated its general rule that
major stationary source permits will include only those short-term emission limits
required pursuant to federal or state law.5 If no applicable federal or state law
requires the use of a short-term limit, the permit will include only annual and
monthly limits.® As the policy clarifies, ‘the only federal and state programs that
require short-term limits are PSD, non-attainment new source review, NSPS,
MACT, NESHAP, case-by-case’'RACT, and state Regulation 1.7 Accordingly, major
stationary source permits may not include short-term emission limits not
specifically required by a statutory program.

This general rule is subject to only two exceptions, neither of which is
applicable at Comanche Unit 3 project. The first exception applies if air quality
' modeling indicates a potential exceedence of the National Ambient Air Quality |

Standards.8 None of the voluntary modeling at Comanche Stationindicatesa =~
potential exceedence of the NAAQS.® The second exception applies only where the

2 See Settlement Agreement dated December 8, 2004.
3 See id. 19 3(A) and 4(A)

4 See Memorandum dated April 23, 1998, from Dave Ommette to Stationary Sources Program and
Local Agencies, entitled “PS-Memo 98-3 Short Term Limits Policy” {hereinafter “PS-Memo 98-37].

5 Id. at 1 (“Any existing state or federal short term limits contamed in or required by existing
regulations will be placed in permits.”).

A

5 7d. at 1-2 (“Permits issued to major sources will contain annual and monthly limits, or, as
appropriate, a twelve month rolling total in lieu of the annual and monthly limits.”).

71d. at 3.

8 Id. at 3 (“If, under the conditions the source chooses to operate (which may need to be a permit
term) the NAAQS is not violated, a short term limit.is not required. If a NAAQS is violated, a short
term limit may be needed in the permit.”).

s Because there is no “significant net emissions incréase” in SOz and NOx for Unit 3, PSD modeling is’
not required for these pollutants. See Colorado Mode]mg Guidelines for Air Quality Permits
(January 1, 2002) § 2.3.1 (“[M]ajor modifications suoject to PSD attainment area rules are required to
submit various types of modehng and/or analysis along with their permit application.”); accord..
Machovec Letter at 1 (“IT)he major source PSD air quality analysis requirements, mcludmg the
AQRV/visibility ana]ysxs do not apply for a given pollutant if the net change in emissions ig below
the PSD significant emission rates.”). Nonetheless, PSCo has performed voluntary modehng using
emission rates below NSPS-levels for SOz and NO;x that demonstrates no adverse impact on NAAQS
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community surrounding the stationary source must be protected from short-term
(i.e., acute) adverse impacts.1® There is no evidence that emissions from Comanche
Umt 3 project have any localized acute adverse impacts. As a result, neither of the
two exceptions to the general rule is applicable. The Comanche permit should
therefore not contain any short-term emission limits not specifically required by
federal or state law.

In addition to the April 1998 guidance, APCD published permit procedure
guidance in June 1998 that implements the April 1998 policy.1l The June 1998
policy requires APCD permit engineers to actively remove short-term emission
limits from draft permits unless the limit is required under the April 1998 policy.12
Under this permit procedure, short-term limits not specifically required by federal
or state law must be removed from major stationary source permits.

COMANCHE UNIT 3 PROJECT MODELING: The details of the Comanche

Unit 3 project modeling are coritained in the application for the Permit to Construct
for Comanche Unit 3. This modeling shows compliance with Class I and Class 11
NAAQS, Class I and Class II PSD increments and Class I air quality related values.
Accordingly, the overall emission reductions involved in the Unit 3 project ensure
that all ambient air quality standards are fully protected. Since the Unit 3 project
results in a net decrease in SO2 and NOx emissions, there is no regulatory
requirement for SO2 and NOx modeling (even though we have voluntarily provide it
—_ todemonstrate the air quality improvements of the project) Consequently thereis

no need, and specifically no regulatory requirement, for short term emission limits

for SO2 and NOx less than the 30-day rolling average limits provided in the

Settlement Agreement.

CONCLUSION

Both the Settlement Agreement and the policies expressed by APCD in 1998 -
will be dramatically undercut if APCD requires that the Comanche Unit 3 permit

compliance as a result of the construction of Unit 3. As a result, construction of Unit 3 will not
adversely impact, NAAQS compliance, and no protective short-term limit is required.

0Jd at2 (“Short term limits may be mposed where needed to address potential adverse impacts on
public health, welfare, or the environment in the surrounding community.”).

11 See Memorandum dated June 10, 1998, from Dennis M. Myers to CP Engineers, entitled “PS
Memo 98-004 Processing of final approved permits” [hereinafter “PS Mexmo 98-004”). PS-Memo 98-3
promised the June 10, 1998, implementation memorandum. See PS-Memo 98-3 at 1 (“In that regard,
the Division will develop a procedural document, using this policy as a guide, to provide staff with
further information on how to draft permits.”). As a result, PS-Memo 98-3 and PS Memo 98-004
should be read togethell-.'

12 See PS Memo 98-004 at 1 (“Remove short term emission limits and short term production limits
where possible. ... If there is a regulatory basis for the limit, then it should remain in the permit
with the appropriate averaging time, as stated in the standard.”). See also id. at 3 (‘Remove short
term limits where appropriste. (No modeling issues and no regulatory basis for short term limit)”).
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contain short-term PSD-based emission limits for SOz and N Ox. The Settlement
Agreement was carefully crafted compromise that elicited concessions by the
company as well as the various citizen groups, and the emission limits and startup,
shutdown provisions are key conditions to that agreement. The CDPHE STEL
policy also was a carefully crafted guidance document that occu
years. If APCD requires 24 hour limits for SO2 and NOx, that action could reopen
the terms and conditions in the Settlement Agreement. Likewise if APCD requires
24 hour limits for SOx and NOx in this netting permit, that action will reopen the
uncertainty and controversy that led to the creation of the 1998 policies in the first
place. Aside from this uncertainty, including short-term emission limits at
Comanche Unit 3 will set the precedent for imposing short-term limits on any minor
modification. Indeed, if PSCo correctly understands the NPS preliminary comment
letter suggesting that short-term emission limits be imposed on Units 1, 2, and 3,
then any minor modification to a stationary source could require the imposition of
short-term limits on all emission units at the source. APCD should avoid this likely
unintended consequence by adhering to its 1998 guidance documents, and not
impose short-term SO2 and NOx emission limits in the Unit 3 project permit.

rred over several

Go14
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January 12, 2005

Ms. Liana Reilly

National Park Service

Air Resources Division
12795 W. Alameda Parkway
Lakewood, CO 80228

REF: Public Service Company —Comanche Station, Unit 3, FID # 1010003

SUBJECT: Response to Comments During Federal Land Manager’s Review Period

Dear Ms. Reilly:

_The_comments you provided an the Comanche Unit 3 PSD permit application submitted by Xcel Energy
on August 6, 2004 and supplemented on September 10, 2004 were received via e-mail on November 24,

2004, with a hard copy received on December 6, 2004. The comments were received during the federal
larid managers’ (FLMs’) 30-day review period specified in Colorado Regulation No. 3, Part D, Section

" XIIL.A. Your comments indicate that the National Park Service (NPS) is unable to adequately determine
the impacts from the proposed project due to incomplete/incorrect modeling and an insufficient best
available control technology (BACT) analysis. As indicated in our letter to you dated October 25, 2004,
the Division was aware that a revised modeling analysis would need to be submitted; however, we
wanted your comments on the modeling analysis, so that any revised analysis would incorporate both
the Division's and the FLMs’ concerns. Note that upon submittal of a revised modeling analysis, the
Division will give the FLMs another opportunity to review the application for adverse impacts on -
visibility or air quality related values. With that said, the Division has addressed your comments as
follows:

Netting Issues

Comment:  Actual Emissions for Baseline SO, and NOy Emissions for Units 1 and 2 (page I. last
paragraph). The NPS has indicated that they agree with the use of 2002 and 2003 actual
emission data to set the baseline for Units 1 and 2. However, the NPS indicates that
according to the U. S. EPA’s Clean Air Markets (CAM) web site, the average annual
emissions for Units 1 and 2 are 8,961 tcns/yr of NOx, rather than the 8,881 tons/yr of
NOy indicated in the application. The NPS considers that the CAM emission data should
be used, unless use of other data is justified by the source.
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Response:  The emissions used by Xcel in the Unit 3 application to establish the baseline for Units 1
. and 2 are based on actua] emissions reported on APENS to the Division. Therefore, we
consider that the baseline emissions for Units 1 and 2 indicated in the Unit 3 application
are appropriate. It is not clear why there is a difference.in the NOx emissions reported on
the APENS compared to the NOx emissions indicated on the CAM website; howcver, the

lower baseline level indicated in the Unit 3 application is more conservative for use in the
nettmg analysis.

Comment: Reducliom of SO; and NOx Emissions for Units | and 2 are not Creditable: (page 2,
: ‘under header “BART Eligibility"): The NPS has indicated that they do not believe that
the reductions of SO, and NOx from Units | and 2 are creditable because Units | and 2
are subject to best available retrofit technology (BART) requirements, pending EPA
enforcement actions and percezved vonanons of the Title V permit,

Response: The Division does not agree with the NPS? s position that the SO, and NOx, emission
reductions from Units | and 2 are not creditable and therefore cannot be used to “net-out”
of PSD review for NOx arid SO,. The regulations specify that a decrease in emissions is
creditable only to the éxtent that: 1) the Division has not relied on it in issuing any PSD
permit or in demonstratmg attainment or reasonable further progress, 2) that the old level .
of actual emissions or the old level of allowable emissions, whichever is lower, exceeds
the new level of actual emissions, 3) that the decrease is federally enforceable at and after
the time that construction on the particular change begins and 4) that it has approximately
the same qualitative significance for public health and welfare as that attributed to the

increase from the particular change (Colorado Regulation No. 3, Part D, Scctions
I1.A.27.g(i) through (iv)). The Division has not relied on reductions from Units 1 and 2
in another PSD permit, nor have emission reductions from these units been used to
demonstrate attainment or reasonable further progress. In addition, old actual emissions
for Units 1 and 2 exceed the ncw actual levels (i.e. requested emissions), which will be
made federally enforceable in pcrrmts 1o be issued for Units 1 and 2. Finally, the
Division considers that the decrease in emissions from Units 1 and 2 are of approxlmately
the same qualitative significance for public health and welfare as the increased erissions
from the proposed new Unit 3. Therefore, the Division considers that the NOx and SO,

reductions from Units 1 and 2 to be creditable for use in “netting-out” of PSD review for
Unit 3. - . X

The NPS indicated several reasons for considering the reductions not creditable. The
Division’s position on those issues are as follows:

BART

Presumably, the NPS believes that the reductions from Units 1 and 2 are not creditable
since these units are subject to BART and BART is more stringent than the proposed
reductions (under item 2 above, the allowable emissions should represent BART and

* BART emissions are lower than the new level of actual emissions (i.e. the requested
levels) for Units 1 and 2). The regional haze requirements, of which BART is a part of,
are proposed standards at this ime. The May 5, 2004 proposal indicates that a State’s
regional haze 1mplementatxon plan must be submitted no later than January 31 2008,

o mm— s - — . -k . - e amesrr ve b e e o3
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which implies that implementation of a final rule (when promulgated), would be far in
the future. In addition, the May 5, 2004 proposal is a re-proposal of a July 2001
proposal, which implies that it may be some time before these rules are finalized and the
date for implementation could be set even later. In addition, while the Division agrees
that Units I and 2 are BART-eligible, the second component for required BART is that
the source must be “reasonably anticipated to cause or contribute to any impairment of
visibility in any mandatory Class I federal area.” It is not clear whether emissions from
Units 1 and 2 would meet this second component and be subject to BART. While the
Division does not belicve that potential future BART requirements would prevent the
S0, and NOx emission reductions from Units 1 and 2 from bemg creditable, the Division
considers that the SO, and NOx reductions taken for Units 1 and 2 at this time do not
preclude those units from BART-eligibility in the future and future required reductions
due to BART, if applicable.

EPA Enforceme ion

The U. S. EPA did issue a notice of violation (NOV) to Xcel Energy for alleged
violations of the PSD review requirements on June 26, 2002. The NOV is only an
allegation of a violation. As of the date of this letter, EPA has taken no additional action
on this NOV, nor are we aware that EPA is actively pursuing this matter. Therefore, the °
Division considers that EPA’s NOV does not prevent the reductions from Units 1 and 2

from being creditable. '
Perceived Violations of the Title V Permit | -

The NPS indicates that opération of the Units 1 and 2 boilers typically exceed the heat
input rates contained in the Title V operating permit (3,190 mmBtwhr for Unit 1 and
3,122 mmBtu/hr for Unit 2) and that if past actual emissions exceed allowable emissions,
such emissions are not creditable (again, under item 2 above, for netting either actual or
allowable, whichever is lower is used as the baseline). The boiler heat input rates were
included in the Title V permit to describe the equipment; they are not enforceable limits.
The heat input rates for each unit were provided by the source in the Title V permit
application and apparently were not based on design rates but actual coal quality data.
The source has requested that the design heat input rates be reflected in the Title V
operating permit (minor modification request received on October 6, 2004) and has
submitted design documents verifying that the design rate of Units 1 and 2 (3,531
mmBtwhr for Unit 1 and 3,482 mmBtuwhr for Unit 2) are higher than indicated in the
Title V operating permit, In addition, documents are available in the Division's files
confirming the higher design rate of Unit 2. The modified Title V operating permit
should be issued the first week in January 2005, Please be aware that as indicated in the
technical review document for the original Title V operating permit, the design heat rates
are, for all practical purposes, maximum values; however, the maximum can vary
depending on the quality of the fuel. Therefore, since the heat input rates for Units 1 and
2 are not allowable limits, actual SO; and NOx emissions from Units 1 and 2 are
creditable. The Division is not aware of any physical changes to the beilers that would
increase the design rate.
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BACT Review

Comment: Unit 3 BACT Analysis, Circulating Fluidized Bed (CFB) (page S): . The NPS mdzcated
; that further justification for exclusion of the CFB das BACT is necessary.

;. Response:  As you mentioned, the New Source Review Workshop Manual NSRWM) indicates EPA
has not considered the BACT requirement as a means to redefine the source when
considering available control-options, but that states have the discretion to engage in a

_ broader analys1s and may require the applicant to include inherently lower-pollutmg

processes in theit BACT analysis. Xcel.did include information on.CEB in their
application that eliminated CFB from the BACT analysis. While their analysis was not
extremely detailed we do not believe that further justification is necessary. In the future,
as our analysis progresses, the Division may request additional mformanon from Xcel.

Comment:  Unit 3 BACT Analysis_PM,, (page 6). The NPS indicated that lower PM/a emission

rates are achievable.

Response: . The Division agrees with the NPS, that lower filterable PM,, émission rates appear to be
achievable. The RBLC information included in the Unit 3 application indicates a lower
PMg emission rate of 0.011 Ib/mmBtu (JEA Northside) and a lower PM emission rate of*
0.012 Ib/mmBtu (Wygen 2) but no information is provided in the application as to why
such emission rates would not be achievable by the proposed Unit 3. In addition, EPA
Region VIII has commented on-other proposed draft PSD permits for coal-fired boilers

that a filterable PM ¢ emussion limit 0f 0.012 1b/mmmBtu is achievable. ‘The Division
received a response to your comments on January 7, 2005 (see attached) from CH,Mhill,
on behalf of Xcel. In their January 7, 2005 comments, CH;Mhill indicates that they
consider the proposed BACT limit for PM to be correct. The Division has not
completed our BACT review for this particular project yet. We will include the
appropriate BACT limit for PMjo in the draft permit.

Comment: Unit 3 BACT Analysis, CO (page 6): The NPS indicated that lower CO emission rates are

achievable.

Response:  The Division agrees with the NPS, that a lower CO emission rate appears to be
achievable. The RBLC information included in the Unit 3 application shows several
units with lower CO emissions (Thoroughbred, Crown/Vi ista, INDELK, Old Dominion,
Chambers Cogeneration and Santce Cooper) but no information is provided in the
application as to why such emission rates would not be achievable by the proposed Unit
3. The Division received a response to your comments on January 7, 2005 (see attached)
from CH;Mhill, on behalf of Xcel. In their January 7, 2005 comments, CH,Mhill
indicates that they consider the proposed BACT limit for CO to be correct. The Division
has not completed our BACT review for this particular prOJect yet We will include the
appropriate BACT limit for CO4 in the draft permit.

Comument: Unit 3 BACT Analysis, SO; and NOx (pages 6 and 7): The NPS has indicated the SO,
and NOx limits that they consider would be appropriate BACT limits for SO, and NOy.
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Response: As indicated previously, the Division considers that the emission reductions of SO and

NOx from Units 1 and 2 are creditable and that Xcel can “net-out” of PSD review for SO,

and NOx. Since PSD revnew does not apply to SO, and NOx, a BACT analysis for these
pollutants is not requn'ed

Modeling Analysns

Comment: Units 1 and 2 Actual Emission Rates for Use in the “Before-and-After” Visibility
Analysis (page 4, under header for “Comanche 1 and 2 Current Actual Emissions”):
The NPS indicated the emission rates for NOy, SO, and PM that they believe are
appropnate Jor use in the “before-and-after” visibility analysis.

Response: The “before-and-after” visibility analysis conducted by Xcel for PM;4, SO, and NOy was
. a voluntary submittal. Since the net emission increase in SO, and NOx emissions, on'an

annual basis, are below the PSD significance levels, a visibility analysis is not required
for SOz and NOx. You have suggested specific data to be used in the analysis as actual
emissions (“before”) for-Units 1 and 2. As indicated in Xcel’s August 6, 2004 letter 1o
the Division, they indicated that the use of average actual emissions was used for the
“before” analysis, since actual emissions are far below allowable emissions. The
Division.is willing to accept the use of average actual emission data to represent
emissions “before” the modification, since the use of such data would result in a
conservative analysis. ‘However, if Xcel were to conduct a less conservative analysis, the

DMs1eﬂwoul¢als&awepm&max*mumem¢omwmomt&sfmr@d—h.
NOx (based on CEMS data), or the allowable short-term emission rates for SO,, NOy and
PM to represent emissions “before” the modification.

Comment:  Short-Term Emission Rates and NAAOS Analysis (page 8, 2™ paragraph below :
’ "Modeling Analysis for Modified Plant” header: The NPS expressed concern over the
lack of short-term emission limits on Unit 3, in addition to Units I and 2 and the ability

to assess compliance with the short-term NAAQS and increment.

Response: A variety of issues were brought up regarding lack of short-term emission limits and
evaluation of short-term impacts and the Dmsxon has addressed what we pcrcexve as the.
various issues as follows: .

Lack 'of Short-Term Emission Limits for Unit 3

You have indicated that PSCo has proposed no short-term emission limits for Unit 3 for
SO, NOx and H,SOq4. Itis not the Division’s policy to require short-term emission limits
for emission units, unless such a short-term emission limit is required by a specific
regulation (i.e. NSPS, Reg 1, or Reg 7), because a case-by-case emission limit is required
(i.e. BACT, RACT or LAER), or to assure compliance with the NAAQS. Since PSCo is
netting out of PSD review for SO;, NOx and H,SO4, BACT is not required for those
pollutants and PSCo is not required to propose a short-term emission limit for Unit 3 with
respect to those pollutants. However, Units 3 is subject to a short-term emission limit for
SO; of 0.4 Ib/mmBtu (3-hr rolling average) as specified in Colorado Regulation No. 1.
Note that Units 1 and 2 are also subject to a short-term SO; emission limits of 1.2
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Ib/mmBtu (3-hr rolling average), as specified in Colorado Regulation No. 1. Unit 2 is
subject to a short-term emission limit for NOx of 0.7 Ib/mmBtu (3-hr rolling average), as
specified in 40 CFR Part 60 Subpart D.

Required Modeling Analysis

Xcel conducted a Class I significant impact analysis for PM)o. In the event the analysis
indicates there would be a significant impact, a cumulative impact analysis for the Class I
PM) increment would be required at each significantly impacted Class I area. According
to the initial modeling, Class I PMjo impacts will be insignificant. A Class I and Class IT
visibility analysis was also conducted for PM,o. Reparding near-field impacts, Xcel
conducted a Class II significant impact analysis for PM}q, CO, lead, mercury, beryllium,
fluorides, vinyl chloride and hydrogen sulfide and the results of those -analyses indicated
that impacts for all pollutants except PMj, were below the modeling/monitoring
significance levels. Therefore, a Class I full impact analysis was required and
conducted. The Class I PM,o modeling analysis included both the short-term and long-
term NAAQS, as well as the Class II increment. The Division has indicated to Xcel that
some corrections to emission rates used in the analyses are necessary and we expect Xcel
to submit a revised analysis at a later date. Since there will be no net increase in SO, and
NOx emissions on an annual basis, the Division considers that no modeling for the
annual NAAQS is required for these pollutants. However, since there is an increase in
the short-term (3-hr rolling average) emission rate for SO,, the Division has told Xcel
that they need to conduct an analysis for the short-term (3-hr and 24-hr) SO; NAAQS and

™

that such an analysis must be conducted at the allowable short-term emission rate, which
is the Reg 1 SO; limitation (3-hr rolling average), unless another short-term emission rate
(i.e. 24-hr limit or more stringent 3-hr average) is requested by Xcel.

Voluntary “Before-and-After” Visibility Analysis

Since there was no increase in NOx, SO, or H2SO4 emissions, on an annual basis, a
modeling analysis was not triggered for these pollutants. At the request of the Division,
Xcel conducted a “before-and-after” visibility analysis including all species that affect .
visibility, including SO,, NOx, and PMyo. This analysis was submitted on a voluntary .
basis. The Division prev1ously indicated what emission rates we would accept to
represent “before” emissions in this analysis. The Division’s goal for the “before-and-
after” visibility analysis is to show how the modification, as constrained by the emission
limits allowed under the permit, would affect the magnitude, frequency, and duration of
visibility episodes at Class [ areas. We would expect the “after” emissions to be based on
the maximum allowable short-term emission rates, which is the Reg 1 SO, limitations (3-
hr rolling average) and the NSPS NOx limit for Unit 2 (3-hr rolling average, unless
another short-terrn emission rate (i.e. 24-hr limit or more stringent 3-hr limit) is requested
by Xcel. Based on the information in the Xcel's August 6, 2004 letter, “future actual
emissions” were used in the “before-and-after” analysis to represent emissions “after” the
modification. While the use of annual “future actual emissions” is useful for showing the
impact on days when the 24-hour average emission rates are similar to those modeled, the

actual short-term emissions rates could be significantly higher than the modeled rates on
some days during a typical year of operation.
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Comment:

Response:

Comment:

Response:

Particulate Matter Emission Rates Used in VISCREEN and CALPUFF (page 8. Alast

paragraph): The NPS indicated that the particulate matter emission rates included in
these analyses were incorrect.

Based on the information in Table 3-2 of the application and the calculation sheets in
Appendlx C, total PM)p emissions from Unit 3 are 142 lbs/hr (this does not include PM,o
emissions from the Unit 3 ash silo loading emissions as discussed in Doris Jung’s .
comments on the Class II modeling). The calculation sheets in Appendix C indicate that = .
condensable PM,g consists of HaSO4 (25 1bs/hr) as well as other compounds (HF, HCI

and (NHa);SO4). Therefore, based on the NPS comments it appears that the modeling

was conducted at emission rates below the requested level. The Division agrees that the.
emission rates used in the VISCREEN and CALPUFF analyses for Unit 3 should be

based on requested PM g (total) cmissions.

Changes to CALPUFF and CALMET Input Files (page 9. I* paragraph): The NPS
identified several settings that should be re-adjusted in the CALPUFF and CALMET
input files.

The Division included the NPS comments in with our comments to Xcel on the long
range transport CALPUFF modeling (December 13, 2004 letter from Chuck Machovec to
James Nall). We expect Xcel to address these issues in their revised modeling analysis.

We appreciate the time you took to review and comment the modeling analysis and application for the
proposed Unit 3 at Comanche Station. Please feel free to call me at (303) 692-3267 if you have any
further questions. _

Sincerely, .

Pt P~

Jacqueline Joyce

Permit Engineer
Stationary Sources Program
Air Pollution Control Division

cc: Hans Buennning, U. S, EPA Region VIII ~
Coleen Campbell, APCD
Doris Jung, APCD
. Gary Magno, Xcel Energy
Chuck Machovec, APCD
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S antarella & E clzert, LLC
2050 Pusua Trail
Littleton, CO 80125
303.932-7610
Fax: 303-932-7316

FAX COVER SHEET

FAX NUMBER TRANSMITTED TO: 303-312-6953

To: Jim Eppers

Of: US EPA Region 8 ENF-LEP

From: - Joseph M. Santarella Jr.

Client/Matter: RMELC/Xcel Comanche

Date: April 15, 2005
PDOCUMENTS T o VEL e .NUMBER:OF PAGES*
NPS Cominents 25 _'
CH2MHill Response 13 T
APCD Response 7

COMMENTS:

Dear Jim - Per our telecom, I am transmitting the correspondence between NPS, CH2MHil] and
APCD regarding the implications of the EPA NOV issued to Xcel Energy for NSR violations at
Comanche Station. Specific discussion regarding the EPA NOV may be found in the NPS
commeats at 1-5 in the narrative attachment, the CH2MHIll response at 3, and the APCD
response at 3. Let me know if you have any questions or if I may be of assistance.

. Kindgst regards,

Joe Santarellsa

P.S. I am sending the documents in two separate transmissions due to size.

* NOT COUNTING COVER SHEET. IF YOU DO NOT RECEIVE ALL PAGES, PLEASE TELEPHONE US
IMMEDIATELY AT 303-932-7610.
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United States Department of the Interior

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE
! Air Resources Division
P.O. Box 25287
i Denver, CO 80225

TN REPLY REFER T

November 24, 2004

N3615 (2350) .
Jackie Joyce ) %‘ A
Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment 8,9 & <O
4300 Cherry Creek DR S Soteto W
Denver, Colorado 80246-1530 ) RNt
Dear Ms. Joyce:

Thank you for providing a copy of the permit application by Xcel Energy for the major
modification Xcel is planning for its Comanche Power Plant. Xcel Energy, through its
subsidiary Public Service of Colorado (PSCO), proposes to add a third (Unit 3), 750
megawatt (MW) pulverized coal (PC) fired, boiler to the two existing PC boilers at its
Comanche plant near Pueblo, Colorado. Xcel proposes to show that addition of the third
boiler, coupled with emission reductions at the two existing boilers via improved
emission controls, will result in insignificant increases in sulfur dioxide (SOz) and
nitrogen oxides (NOx). Thus, Xcel believes that Unit 3 is not subject to PSD review for
SO; and NO,. Annual emissions from Unit 3 are estimated to be 3,250 tons of SO,
3,250 tons of NOy, 4,876 tons of CO, 670 tons of PM (total), 621 tons of PM;, (total),
119 tons of VOCs and 110 tons of HSO,. )

The National Park Service (NPS) is interested in this project because the Comanche
Power Plant is located approximately 100 kilometers east of Great Sand Dunes National
Park (NP) and about 250 kilometers south of Rocky Mountain NP. NPS is further

- concerned about this modification because Rocky Mountain NP is in nonattainment for
ozone.

We believe that this source with its major modification could impact both Great Sand
Dunes and Rocky Mountain NPs. However, we are unable to comment as to what these
impacts could be due to incomplete/incorrect modeling and an insufficient BACT
analysis. We would like to take this opportunity to provide our comments on this
application. Enclosed you will find our comments regarding the Air Quality Modeling
Analysis and the Best Available Control Technologies that Xcel has proposed. These
comments provide the rationale behind why NPS can not explicitly say what the impacts
on our Class I areas may be. NPS looks forward to reviewing any subsequent modeling
and BACT analyses to determine the potential impacts this major modification may have
on our parks.
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We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the Xcel application. If you have any
questions regarding our comments, please contact me at (303) 987-6895.

Sincerely‘r,

Liana Reilly
Environmental Protection Specialist
Policy, Planning and Permit Review Branch

Enclosures

doo03

T
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National Park Service-Air Resources Division
Comments on PSCO Major Modification to the Comanche Power Plant
November 2004

Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) Applicability

The 325 MW tangentially-fired Comanche Unit 1 was placed into service in 1973, with
the 335 MW wall-fired, dry-bottom Unit 2 coming on line in 1975. Since both units were
permitted prior to January 6, 1975, and entered into a program of continuous
construction, they had “commenccd construction” before the Prevention of Significant
Deterioration (PSD) regulations became applicable.

PSCO proposes to add Low-NO, Bumers (LNB) to units 1 and 2 to reduce NOx
emissions, as well as a Lime Spray Drier (LSD) to Unit 2 to reduce SO emissions. PSCO
contends that it will thus net out of PSD review for NOy, SO, sulfuric acid mist (H2SO.),
and Total Reduced Sulfur (TRS). A 36% reduction in NOy from units 1 and 2, and a 20%
reduction in SO; from 2002-03 levels could provide the offsets needed. Assuming no
change in ‘coal quality or operation ffom 2002-03, a 36% reduction of NO, could be
achieved by mstallaﬂon of LNB which would achxeve emission rates of 0.20 lb/mmBtu
on both units.! The SO, emission target of 0.4 Tb/mmBtu would be met by installing a
LSD with an annual efficiency of 50% on Unit 2; this is well below the expected 85% -
95% efficiency for a dry scrubber.?

BACT was examined for the following components of Unit 3. The unit will be equipped
with LNB, overfire air (OFA), and Selective Catalytlc Reduction (SCR) for 77% control
of NO, emissions, LSD for 84% SO. control,? and a pulse-jet fabric filter (baghouse) to
control filterable Particulate Matter below 10 microns diameter (PM;o). PSCO proposes
that p]ant-wxde emission caps be established at current levels of SO, and NO, emissions.
Unit 3 is expected to have a Potential to Emit (PTE) of 3,250 tons per year (tpy) SO,
3,250 tpy NO,, 621 tpy PM,, (total), and 110 tpy H,SO,. Net emission increases are
projected at 621 tpy PM;o (total). (PSD will also apply due to significant increases of
carbon monoxide (CO), volatile organic compounds (VOC), and hydrogen fluoride (HF).

PSCO has proposed to net out of PSD review for SO, and NOx by creating creditable
contemporaneous reductions in emissions of those pollutants. PSCO has proposed use of
actual emissions data from the most recent two calendar years—this is the recommended
approach—to establish a baseline from which to calculate emission changes. PSCO
proposes that these baselines be set at 16,502 tpy SO; and 8,881 tpy NOx, and that these
values be written into appropriate permits as enforceable plantwide limits. According to
the EPA Clean Air Markets (CAM) database, Comanche’s emissions for this period were

! This is also the presumptive BART emission rate proposed by EPA in May 2004 for NO, from unhty
boilers.

2 WRAP assumed 85% SO; control as its default value for Western coal-fited boilers. EPA’s May 2004
BART proposal suggested 98% control or 0.10 - 0.15 1b/mmBtu.

3 As discussed later under BACT, these levels of control are well below current practice for new boilers.
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16,502 tpy SO, and 8,961 tpy NO,. We recommend that the CAM data be used unless the
PSCO data are shown to be more accurate and reliable.

PSCO also proposes to net out of PSD review for H,SO4 and other sulfur compounds
potentially subject to PSD review. PSCO correctly notes that, because these emissions are
probably directly proportional to SO, emissions, any action that nets out for SO; will
likewise net out for these related sulfur compounds.

PSCO will not attempt to net out of PSD review for PMjo, CO, HF, and VOC, and will
undergo full PSD review for these pollutants.

BART Eligibility

As both units 1 and 2 began operation between August 7, 1962, and August 7, 1977, they
are eligible for additional controls under the Best Available Retrofit Technology (BART)
requirements of the Clean Air Act. Congress adopted the BART statutes as part of its
program to meet the national visibility goal of no human-caused visibility impairment in
mandatory Class I areas. The statues require the use of the best available retrofit
technologies for sources that came into operation between the dates listed above.*

As with BACT (discussed later), BART is determined on a case-by-case basis. As
proposed by EPA in May 2004, the BART analysis begins with the identification of
BART-eligible sources based upon start-up and construction dates, and whether the
source falls into one of 26 categories (listed by EPA). If a source meets those criteria, it is
-BART-eligible. If a large utility boiler, for example, is believed subject to BART because
of its eligibility, emissions, and proximity to a Class I area, an analysis may be conducted
to determine if it has a significant impact on visibility there and the degree of emission
reduction that could be achieved by applying current control technology. This control
technology analysis is to be conducted from the top down; that is, by beginning with the
best available control technology and evaluating it on the basis of its technical and
economic feasibility, as well as the benefit to visibility that would be derived from its
application. It is important to note that the BART analysis differs from the BACT
analysis in that it includes a test for environmental benefit of the candidate control
strategy.

One overarching issue raised by this application regards the ability of a BART-¢ligible
source, such as the existing Comanche facility, to claim credit for reducing emissions
from units that could be required to reduce emissions anyway under the BART provisions
of the national visibility protection program. According to EPA’s New Source Review
Workshop Manual (NSRWM):

The process used to determine whether there will be a net emjssions increase will result
uses the following equation:

* In reality, that has not proven to be the case, as boilers that became operational in the 1940°s are still in
service today.
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Net Emissions Change
EQUALS
Emissions increases associated with the proposed modification
MINUS
Source-wide creditable contemporaneous emissions dgcreases
PLUS

Source-wide creditable contemporaneous emissions increases

The key issue is whether the reductions proposed by PSCO are “creditable.” Here is what
the NSRWM has to say:

NILB.4. CREDITABLE AMOUNT

As mentioned above, only conteruporaneous and creditable emissions changes are
considered in determining the source-wide net emissions change. All contemporaneous
and creditablc emissions increases and decreases at the source must, howevcr, be
considered. The amount of each contemporaneous and creditable emissions in¢rease or
decrease imvolves determining old and new actual anmual emissions lcvels for each
affected emission nnit.

The following basic criteria should be uscd when quantifying the increase or decrease:

> For an existing unit, actual emissions just prior to either a physical or operational
change -are based on the lower of the actual or allowable emissions levels. This "old”
emissions level cquals the average rate (in tons per year) at which the unit actually
cmitted the pollutant during the 2-year pcnod Just prior to the change which resulted in
the cmissions increase. These emissions are calculated using the actual hours of
operation, capacity, fuel combusted and other parameters which affected the unit's
emissions over the 2-year averaging period.

> A source cannot receive emission reduction credit for reducmg any portion of actual
emissions which resulted because the source was operating out of compliance.

The determination of whether or not Comanche units 1 and 2 are operating in compliance
with the BART provision needs to be done by modeling Comanche 1 and 2 to determine
if they are having a significant impact on visibility on any mandatory federal Class I area.
(Please refer to the next section for suggestions on how to accomplish this.)

Several other issues arise with regards to Comanche’s option for obtaining credit
reductions. First, it has come to our attention that both of the existing boilers at the
Comanche station are subject to enforcement action by EPA for violations of New Source
Review regulations. Emissions- that would be reduced due to an enforcement action
would not be applicable toward. netting out of PSD. Furthermore, we have discovered
that the existing Comanche boilers typically exceed the heat input rates contained in their
Title V operating permit. It is therefore. possible that, if some of Comanche’s past
emissions are found to exceed allowable rates, credit for reduction of those emissions
could be disallowed. If enough reduction: credits are lost by Comanche, Unit 3 may
become subject to PSD for additional pollutants.

doos
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Comanche 1 and 2 Current Actual .Emissions

PSCO was directed by the Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment
(CDPHE) to model the Comanche facility in “before-and-after” conditions to estimate
impacts upon visibility, among other parameters. To appropriately represent actual
emissions from the past two years of operation (2002-03), the EPA Acid Rain Database
was used to generate the following tables of actual emissions:

Table 1. Comanche Actual Emissions

Max SO2 (Ib/hr)
Unit |  3-hrMax 3-hr99th% | 24-hrMax | 24-hr99th %
1 3798 2900 3141 2668
2 6139 2971 5032 2868
1+2 9524 5682 8173 5353
Max NOx (Ib/hr) Max PM (Ib/hr)
Unit | 24-hrMax | 24-hr99th % | 24-hr Max | 24-hr 99th %
1 2444 1892 455 '
2 1553 1453 426
1+2 3240 3098 835 318

These are the emissions that would be modeled to determine if Comanche is significantly
ympacting visibility at a Class I area. The individual values for units 1 and 2 follow EPA
guidance by using the maximum emission rate of each pollutant over the past two years
for each boiler and for each relevant averaging time. (99" percentile values are provided
for comparison, only.) The combined values use the same approach after first adding the
hourly values for both units. The filterable PM emission rates are based upon heat inputs
multiplied by the 0.1 Ib/mmBtu limit’ contained in Comanche’s Title V permit. PM
speciation is provided in the attached Table 2. '

Best Available Retrofit Technology (BART)

As discussed above, units 1 and 2 are BART-eligible, and EPA has proposed presumptive
BART limits for SO, and NOx for coal-fired boilers. If units 1 and 2 were to meet those
limits, SO; emissions would be reduced by 82% from current levels. This is 62% more
than PSCO is currently proposing. PSCO’s current proposal would reduce SO: by only
20% from these boilers. On the other hand, PSCO’s proposed NO, controls for units 1
and 2 appear equivalent to EPA’s presumptive BART proposal for NO,. If implemented
the units, would meet the proposed BART requirements for NOx.

* The Title V limit applics to filtcrable PM only. Total PM emissions are likely to be two times higher.
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Best Available Control Technology (BACT) Analysis for Unit #3

BACT definition and process: BACT applies to any pollutant for which there would be a
significant net increase in emissions. EPA defines BACT as an emissions limitation. It is
important to note that, because BACT is an emission limit, that emission limit can be set by
the permitting authority without actually specifying the design of the emission source that
is to meet that limit. Thus, a permitting authority has the power to set an emission limit that
it has judged to represent BACT for a broad source category, and then allow the applicant
the freedom to determine how to meet that emission limit. According to the EPA New
Source Review Workshop Manual (NSRWM):

Historically, EPA has not considered the BACT requirement as a means to redefine the

design of the source when considering available control aliematives...However, this is an

aspect of the PSD permitting process in which states have the discretion to engage in a

broader analysis if they so desire...there may be instances where, in the permit authority's

judgment, the consideration of altermative production processes is warranted and

appropriate for consideration in the BACT analysis...In such cases, the pcrmit agency may

require the applicant to inciude the inherently lower-polluting process in the list of BACT

candidates.
So, a permitting authority does have "the discretion to engage in a broader analysis if they
so desire." NPS suggests that PSCO consider this option.

Clean Coal Technologies: One of the fundamental principles of pollution control is to
minimize the amount of pollution generated in the first place. According to the EPA
NSRWM: '
The first step in a "top-down" analysis is to identify, for the emissions unit in question...al
“available” control options. Available contre! options are those air pollution control
technologies or techniques with a practical potential for application to the emissions unit
and the regulated pollutant under evaluation. Air pollution control technologies and
techniques include the application of production process or available methods, systerms, and
techruques, including fuel cleaning or treatment or imovative fuel combustion techniques
for control of the affected pollutant This includes technologics employed outside of the
United States. As discussed later, in some ciramnstances inberently lower-polluting
processes are appropriate for consideration as available control alternatives.

As part of its BACT analysis, PSCO included analyses of the technical and economic
feasibility of applying Integrated Gasification Combined Cycle IGCC) and Circulating
Fluidized Bed (CFB) combustion technology to generate an equivalent amount of
electricity. While we understand that IGCC has been successfully demonstrated at Tampa
{FL) Electric’s Polk Power Station, we shall focus our comments on CFB technology
such as that contained in the NEVCO-Sevier permit recently issued by UT DAQ.
v

Circulating Fluidized Bed: PSCO has concluded that CFB would not be economically
feasible for its Comanche expansion project. However, this conclusion is based on the
assumptions that application of CFB combustion technology in conjunction with modern
emissions control technology would result in higher annual costs and emissions that are
not substantially lower than its proposal. We are submitting information from other CFB
boilers around the nation. For example, here are permit limits from some other CFB
facilities:
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¢ The Northhampton Generating station in Pennsylvania has a limit of 0.0088
Ib/mmBtu (on filterable and condensable PM0) using a fabric filter, and recently
was tested at 0.0041-0.0045 Ib/mmBtu.

e The NEVCO-Sevier permit issued by UT DAQ contains a 0.022 1b SO/mmBtu
30-day rolling average limit.

e The Kentucky Mountain Power permit issued by KY DEP on 5/04/01 limits NO,
to 0.07 lb/mmBtu on a 30-day rolling average basis. Estill Country (KY) Power
has made a similer proposal.

PSCO should re-evaluate the cost-effectiveness of CFB using emission estimates that
reflect current control capabilities. Because the NEVCO-Sevier permit issued by Utah is
for a CFB boiler burning low-sulfur westem coal similar to that at Comanche, it was used
for a direct comparison. The relevant emission limits and emissions are summarized in
the table below.

Table 3. PC vs. CFB Emissions

PMI0 | PMIO co (&) VOC VOC

(bmmBw) | @py) | @bmmBr) | @py) [ qb/mmBtu) (tpy)
PSCO proposed PC 00192 621 0.15| 4876 0.0037 119
PSCO using Utah CFB 0.0154 | 501 0.115 3738 0.005 161

Because BACT is an emission limit, and because the Utah CFB permit clearly indicates
that lower emission rates can be achieved burning low-sulfur western coal by using Clean
Coal CFB technology instead of PC technology, PSCO must provide justification why
the lower emission limits achievable by CFB should not be considered BACT for this
application.

PMo: If we look at both CFB and PC coal-fired boilers in the attached Table 4, we find
that at least three other projects (Northhampton, Deseret, Longview) would have Jower
total PMo emissions than proposed by PSCO, and that five (BHP, Deseret, JEA, Steag,
WYGEN 2) would have lower filterable PM,; emissions. PSCO must provide
justification why the lower emission limits achievable by these other coal-fired boilers
should not be considered BACT for this application.

CO: If Comanche 3 were to meet the same emission limits as the Utah CFB permit, CO
emissions would be reduced by 1,138 tpy. PSCO must provide justification why the
lower CO emission limit achievable by that coal-fired project should not be considered
BACT for this application.

SO;: If all other conditions are held constant, SO, removal efficiency increases with the
concentration of SO, in the stack gas. So, it is reasonable to conclude that Comanche #3
should be able to meet or exceed the SO2 removal efficiency demonstrated by other PC
boilers burning coal with equal or lower uncontrolled SO, emissions. As a corollary, it is
also reasonable to conclude that Comanche #3 should be able to achieve a lower specific
emission rate (Ib/mmBtu) than similar PC boilers burning coal with higher uncontrolled
SO, emissions. Finally, it is expected that newer emission sources should be capable of
achieving more efficient levels of pollutant removal than existing and/or retrofitted units.
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Based on data provided in Table 5.b. for 24-hour block rolling averages:

e The 0.210 lb/mmBtu 24-hour average proposed by PSCO is very high when
compared with the actual performance of similar boilers burning coal with higher
uncontrolled emissions, and 3.5 times the emission rate proposed by STEAG on
coal with uncontrolled emissions 2.6 times greater than Comanche’s. A review of
Table 5.b. finds at least 12 operating boilers burning coal with higher uncontrolled
SO, emission rates than the 0.613 1b/mmBrtu estimated for Comanche’s coal, but
with lower actual 99 percentile controlled 24-hour average SO, emission rates
than the 0.210 lb/mmBtu rate modeled by PSCO. (For example, Navajo #l
achieved a 99 percentile emission rate of 0.064 Ib/mmBtu in 2000 burning coal
with 50% higher uncontrolled emissions.) Nine proposed boilers in Table S.b. are
expected to meet a lower 24-hour average limit than Comanche #3, but while
burmning coal with higher uncontrolled emissions. Because Comanche’s coal is
inherently lower in potential SO; emissions, it should be able to achieve a lower
24-hour average emission rate. If Comanche #3 were to achieve the same 0.064
Ib/mmBtu emissions rate as Navajo #1; its emissions would be reduced by 69%.

e Ifall other conditions are held constant, SO; removal efficiency increases with the
concentration of SO, in the stack gas. The 99™ percentile 24-hour average SO,
removal efficiencies of the Rawhide boiler burning coal cleaner than proposed for
Comanche #3 were 69.1% to 77.5%, compared to 65.7% for Comanche #3
burning coal with higher uncontrolled emissions. It is reasonable to expect that a
new coal-fired boiler using current wet scrubber technology could achieve at least
77.5+% removal efficiency on the Comanche coal as demonstrated by Rawhide in
2001. If Comanche #3 were to achieve 77.5% control, its proposed 24-hour block
average emission rate would be reduced to 0.138 Ib/mmBtu or by 34%.

Based on data provided in Table 5.d. for anmual averages, the 0.100 Ib/mmBtu 24-hour
average proposed by PSCO is very high when compared with the actual performance of
similar boilers burning coal with higher uncontrolled emissions, and 1.8 times the
emission rate proposed by STEAG on coal with uncontrolled emissions 2.6 times greater
than Comanche’s. A review of Table 5.d. finds at least 18 operating boilers burning coal
with higher uncontrolled SO, emission rates than the 0.613 1b/mmBtu estimated for
Comanche’s coal, but with lower actual controlled annual average SO, emission rates
than the 0.100 Ib/mmBtu rate modeled by PSCO. (For example, Navajo #2 achieved an
annual emission rate of 0.035 lb/mmBtu in 2001 burning coal with 50% higher
uncontrolled emissions.) Five proposed boilers in Table 5.d. are expected to meet a lower
24-hour average limit than Comanche #3, but while burning coal with higher
uncontrolled emissions. Because Comanche’s coal is inherently lower in potential SO,
emissions, it should be able to achieve a lower annual average emission rate. If
Comanche #3 were to achieve the same 0.035 lb/mmBtu emissions rate as Navajo #2, its
emissions would be reduced by 65%, or 2112 tpy.

Although PSCO contends that it is not subject to BACT for SO,, it could reduce SO,
emissions significantly by applying BACT.
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NO,: PSCO has modeled a 24-hour NOx rate of 1200 lb/hr (equivalent to 0.162
Ib/mmBtu) and an annual NO, rate of 0.10 Ib/mmBtu. If one compares these rates to
those in Tables 6.a. and 6.c,, it can be seen that there are several boilers with lower limits
or emissions. Table 6.a. shows four boilers operating with lower 24-hour NOx emissions,
and eight with proposed or issued lower 24-hour permit limits. Table 6.c. shows three
boilers operating with lower annual NO, emissions, and 17 with proposed or issued lower
24-hour permit limits.

Although PSCO contends that it is not subject to BACT for NO,, it could reduce NOy
emissions significantly by applying BACT.

Modeling Analysis for Modified Plant

The initial Class I modeling was based on a protocol that was developed during the first
half of 2004 between CDPHE, PSCO and the Federal Land Managers. This modeling
was submitted to the State and the NPS in July, 2004. In this analysis, only- PM
emissions from the proposed Unit #3 were modeled, as PSCO claims that Unit #3 nets
out of PSD review for SO; and NO, because PSCO will control NOx on existing units #1
and #2 and control SO, on Unit #2,

Because PSCO has proposed no formal limits on short-term emissions of SOa, H3SOs4,
and NO,, for Unit #3, and- because short-term emissions from units #1 and #2 are
unlimited, it is impossible to make a definitive judgment of PSCO’s modeling of short-
term impacts. For example, PSCO predicted that Unit #3 would have a significant impact
on PMj, concentrations in the vicinity of the plant, and conducted a cumulative analysis
to determine compliance with the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS).
However, allowable emissions must be used in NAAQS analyses, and in the absence of
short-term limits on units #1 and #2, no valid modeling analysis can be conducted. A
similar problem exists due to the lack of short-term SO; limits on Unit #3; even though
Unit #3 would be required to operate under an annual plantwide cap, there would be no
limits to insure that periods of above-average emissions would not violate a short-term
NAAQS or Increment.

In its VISCREEN and CALPUFF analyses, PSCO modeled 108.5 Ib/hr total PM, while
the emission rate given for total PM is 142 1b/hr.’ PSCO also modeled 8.2 lb/hr Primary
Sulfate versus the 25 1b/hr rate grovided in Table 3-2 of the application. This rate is much
lower than would be expected.” NPS recommends that the modeling be done with the
correct ernission rate. This rate can be compared to estimated allowable emissions.
Despite the lack of definite short-term emission limits, we can estimate allowable
emissions by assuming that units #1 and #2 operate at their most-recent-two-year
maximum heat inputs and at their Title V limits; those emission estimates are contained
in the following table and attached Table 8.

¢ Application Table 3-2, p3-2.
7 Use of AP-42 cmission factors yields an estimate of 346 Ib SOy /hr if filterable PM, o emissions are 100

" Ib/hr.
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Table 7. Comanche Future Potential Emissions

Max SO2 (Ib/hr) Max NOx Max HI
) (mmBawhr) | Filterable PM (Ib/hr)
Unit 3-hr Max 24-hrMax | 24-hrMax |  24-hr Max 24-br Max
1 6005 6005 3503 5004 500
2 5247 5247 3061 4373 437
3 ? 1557 1200 7421 100

. On October 27, 2004, both PSCO and NPS received an e-mail from CDPHE regarding

their recommendations of changes to the initial CALMET and CALPUFF input files. The
NPS agrees with some of CDPHE recommendations. Below are additional
recommendations and concurrence with CDPHE recommendations regarding the
modeling analysis.

The most compelling reason for PSCO to re-do their air quality analysis is that the
CALMET computer code that was used in the initial analysis contained errors. During
the initial negotiations on the Class I modeling protocol, PSCO stated that they wanted to
use the latest version of the CALPUFF/CALMET modeling system available from the
EPA’s CALPUFF contractor, Earth Teck. Both the NPS and CDPHE agreed with this
request. The modeling that PSCO submitted in July 2004 used a version of CALMET
computer code that was cornpiled on January 20, 2004. Unfortunately, through no fault
of PSCO’s, there was an error discovered in the CALMET code that PSCO used to
compile its January 2004 version of CALMET. This error in the CALMET code was
corrected, and the corrected version was posted on the Earth Teck web site on July 16,
2004. Therefore, PSCO should submit the revised modeling using the latest comrected
version of the CALPUFF/CALMET modeling system posted on the Earth Teck web site.

Based on information that CDPHE has recently supplied, the NPS concurs that the
variable for the maximum mixing height overland (ZIMAX) needs to be changed from
the initial input. Based on soundings taken along the Colorado Front range CDPHE
believes that the summer daytime mixing heights range between 2000 meters to 4500
meters above ground level (AGL). We concur with CDPHE’s recommendation to set
ZIMAX 10 4500 meters. The variables (NZ=11) -the number of vertical layers, and
ZFACE which sets the cell face heights can remain as in the initial analysis.

The NPS disagrees with both CDPHE’s and PSCO’s proposed settings for the variable
(BIAS). These settings for each vertical cell indicate the interpolated weighting of
surface meteorological and upper air data. Both CDPHE and PSCO want to reduce the
influence of the upper air data in the lowest two layers beyond the recommended default
values. The NPS recommends that the default values of 0.0 be used for the 11 vertical
layers in the analysis which lets the normal interpolation scheme in CALMET be used.
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In the initial analysis, RMIN2 is set at (-1), its default is a value of (4), and the re-analysis
should set the value to (4). Because PSCO correctly set the variable IXTERP to (-4),
CALMET internally reset RMIN2 to (4). NPS believes that the value for RMIN2 should
be set to (4).

NPS believes that the surface stations will have influence farther than 10km. NPS thus
suggests that the variable RMAX1 be increased to 30 km from the initial 10 km setting.
Also, the variable R1 should be increased from 4 km to 30 km so that the surface
observations are not overwhelmed by the first guess field. The variable R2 was set to 40
km in the initial analysis; it should be increased to SO km to better weigh the observed
upper air observations.

Finally, the CALPUFF input file needs to include speciated PM emissions as described in
the BACT comments. That is, the emissions need to include the filterable PM. emissions
of coarse and fine primary emissions and elemental carbon (EC). The condensable PM
emissions should include sulfate emissions and organic carbon (SOA). These PM
emissions should also be included in the wet and dry deposition output files. Also,
should netting of SO, and NO, emissions not be allowed, they too need to be modeled.

Conclusions & Recommendations

Comanche 1 and 2 are BART-cligible and may be subject to BART if they are shown to
have a significant impact upon visibility in a Class I area. While the NO, controls
proposed for Comanche 1 and 2 may be equivalent to the presumptive BART levels

" proposed by EPA, the SO controls fall far short of EPA’s presumptive BART levels.

NPS should evaluate these units to determine if they significantly impact a Class I area
and if BART should apply.

The emission rates proposed by PSCO to represent past actual emissions appear
reasonable. However, if these emissions exceed allowable emission rates (due to BART
or NSR non-compliance issues), then reductions from those rates may not be entirely
creditable. If that is the case, then Comanche may not avoid PSD review for SO, and
NO,. ¥ PSD applies to Comanche unit 3 for SO, and NO,, the emission rates to be
achieved do not represent BACT. Furthermore, if PSD applies to additional units and/or
additional pollutants, then additional BACT analyses are required.

Because BACT is an emission limit, and because CFB technology can achieve lower
emission limits for combustion of the type of coal burned at Comanche, PSCO must
conduct a more rigorous evaluation of the option to use CFB Clean Coal Technology at
Comanche.

The PM,o emission rates proposed by PSCO are higher than several recent permit
applications. PSCO must justify why it cannot meet similar limits.

10
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The lack of short-term limits on emissions from Comanche ] and 2 make it difficult to
determine if NAAQS and Increments are being protected around the plant. If Comanche
unit 3 has no short-term limits on SO, and NO,, it will also be impossible to determine its
impacts upon visibility. Furthermore, the PMio and SO4 emission rates PSCO modeled
are less than the rates presented in the application. PSCO should proposc short-tem
emission limits for all boilers at Comanche and model those rates to demonstrate that all
NAAQS, Increments, and Air Quality Related Values (e.g., visibility) are protected.

PSCO should re-do all of its modeling to use the correct CALMET computer code and
appropriate settings identified above.

11
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Type % of FiltarabloY Coel }{9S of Fillorable}} (% of Filterablo)] 1 [[% of Filtarable {% of Condoensibla)| Typo| Ext.Coal.|{% ol Condensible)| Type| Ext.Cosf.
PC-DB 0% 0.6 50.0% 38.5% 1 1.5% 0% S04| IHRA) 20% SOA] 4
{% of Fing) [Coel.] (% of Fino
-890.9% T ERES

T Panide [ 2.
Tyeo] Ext.Coot. I

3 RE)]

[Baiior _|Towt PMTOJ Fifiorabio JERIdPS
T)ype (hathr) {{b/n X
PCO31  13% 420 RN

1/%0

¢
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Table 4. PM10 Rankings
Emisslon Limils | Emission Limits

Issue Boller ] Capachty Fitterable PM10 | Perlod Control Tolal PM10
Facliity Name/Location Unit Status Permit#| Dale Type MW Total | {mmBiuhr) L AbimmBtu)l (ib/hr) | thr) Jy%e (%) _R{ib/mmBty)| {Ibhr)
Northhamptlon Gsn. Co. opseratng } PA4Q134} 04/14/35 £B 1146 3 F 0.0088
Desgerel 2 psnding Ut CFB 110 110 1478 0.012 17.7] 3 FE 0.07] 251
Longview Power Issusd WV ] 03/0104 PC 800 600 6114 3 (33 0.018] 110
Comanchs 3 | application cO PC 750 1950 7421 0.0135] 100.2] 3 FF 0.019] 141.9
STEAG-Deseri Rock applicalion | NEPA PC 750 1500 13820 0.010 1380 3 FF 0.020] 2724
JEA Repower issued FL-0178 CFB 2x298 598 5528 *0.011 3 FFIESP
BHP on hold NEPA PC 560 550 5141 0.012 3 FF
Black Hilis Par-Wygen?2 2 issued WY | 09/25/02 PC 500 500 5148 0.012 61.7 FF £9.8%

|
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Tablo 5.2. 502 Rankings (1- & 3-hr averaging poriods)

S07 lssweiOp ] Boike Coal Ouzn i, missions or Uimlls | Pariod Centrl
Eadﬁgmm Unit Statua gmit # Date Year | %S Wib] [ (OImmB0] § Year | MW otal_|{mmBlumn[{ib/mmBtu)} _{ibh [hr} \Te {36
07 | operuting [o]e) 00 0.% 8821 0.387] 2000 | 285 [ 3433 0.1 448 3 LSD 72,
Rawhide 101 ] operstng co PC__ ] 2001 0.2 8332 0.458] 2001 ] 285 285 INE 0.171 545) 3 LSO | 75.6%
Comeancho 3 _ | spplication co PC 0.2 EZ00 0.613 750 1950 3 LsD
intgrmouniain Pwr 1 pparl uT mid-60s__[W-DB-FC] 2000 0.4 11817 0.772] 2000 ] 820 820 9782 D, 123 1323 3 WLS 4.1%
[Imtermountain Pur 2 operalln UT mig-80s | W-DB-PC]| 2000 0.48) 11817 0.772} 2000} B 820 10341 0.097 1040 3 WS 3. 1%
Intarmountain Pu7 operating uT md-80s _[w-DB.PC| 2001 0.51] 11819 0.820] 2001 20 820 9523 0,110 1105~ 3 VLS 30.6%
|lMarmounwlnPwr 2 opsrating uT mid-80s_ JW-0B-PC| 2001 0.51] 11819 0.820] 200 20 820 10105 0.108 180 3 VLS 1887
[inarmountatn Pwr 1 opem Ut mig-80s _W-D8-PCY 2001 0.51] 11818 0.820] 2002 20 820 8573 0.039 1316 3 WLS | 87.9%
\ntermountain Per . 2 oparsli ur mid-80s _ JW-08-PC] 2001 0.61 11818 0820] 2002 820 820 1033 0.097, 1319 3 WLS 68.2%
Navalo \ operaling AZ PC | 2000 0.63] 10910 0.922] 2000 | 803 808 9100}  0.084 13187] 3 wis | 93.1%
Navejo 2 opasatln AZ PC ] 2001 0.53] 10009 0.023] 2001 { 803 803 8814 0.050 3165] 3 wis | 94.6%
Navaio 3 operating AZ PC__| 2001 0.53] 10009 0.923] 2001 | 803 803 0218 0.004 1812 3 WLS { 89.8%
Navejo 3 | operting A2 PC ] 2004 0.63] 10808 0.023] 2002 ] 803 803 9247 0.155 3gg0] 3 wLsS | e32%
[STEAG-Dasort Rock spplication | NEPA PC 0.82 8810 1.811 750 1600 13620 0.000 12268] 3 WLS [ 84.4%
2l Enegy pending ND CF8 20 6500 ) 750 T.050 23] 1 LSO\ B10%
* Actual emissions from exisiing sources of proposed or permiled iimits for naw sources
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Table 5.b. SO2 Renkings (24 -hr svarening portod)
§02 issug Bolit SfS'aal Buzlity Copacity Emissions or Umils® Pedc;f - Contro! -
Faciily Na n 10tys Permh ¥ Data T Yosr (RAmBT0)] Year | MW mmB fmmBt {ils) fht Yo _
R?ﬁ%a H opam-'%m [o/s) . #%e 5.70] a8z 0.307] 2000 | _ 285 3 'L'Lﬁ?ia 0 0.15‘% 324 [ LSD "éi"s.cli
Rawhides 167 ] opersiln co PC__ | 2001 0.23 8632 0456] 2001 ) 285 285 Y05 0.103 318 24 LSD__ | 77.5%
Comanchs 3 | application] <O PC 0.28 §200 0.819 760 1950 421 0.210 1557 24 LSO | 65.1%
NEVCO-Sevier pendi . UT CFB 0.80] 10200 1.544 210 270 2532 0.050 127] 24 | CFBICDS| 86.8%
G-Dasort Rack appiicallon | NEPA PC 0.8 B¢ 1.611 750 1500 13820 ).080 817) 24 WLS D5.3%
ajo_ 1 oporelln. AZ PC__ | 2000 0.63] 10819 22) 2000 {803 803 8752 084 $838] 24 Wis 03.1%
nformatntatn Pur 2 operating Vi mid-80s__ | v/-0B-PC) 2000 0.4 1817 0.772] 2000 | 620 820 9647 0.082 684 4 WLS | 88.3%. |
avafo 2 opamiing AZ PC_ 12X 0.63 [EIT) 0.923] 260 803 803 0072, 0,086 724 4 wis | 90.7%
niermountain Pyr [] opsrofing [Thi mad-808  JW-DB-PC| 20 0.6¢ 1819 0.820] 200 820 820 8480 0.087 888] 24 WLS 80.4%
Coronsdo 2 operaling AZ DB-Turbo 0A5 9739 2002 . 4417 0.080 308 24 87.8%
Indormounialn Pwr 2 operaling | UT mid-80s_ | W-DB-PC| 2001 051 11819 0.520] 2002 820 §20 0747 0.060 835 _ 24 WLS [ 80.0%
Red Trall Engrmy panding ND CF8 120] 680D 3.043 ) 0.08 23] 24 LS0__| 87.0% |
Conomaugh 1 oparaln PA PC__ | 1007 2.22] 1253 3.366} 2002 | ea6 935 7978 0.004] 753 24 WLS | 87.0%
Bonanza 1 opeming Ut 200481 PC__| Zooi 0.40 9928 0.705] 2001 | 400 400 6727 0.005 485 4 WiS_| 86.6%
[intermourntatn Pt 2 opsarating uY mid-80s_ JW-0B-PCY 2004 0.51 1819 0.820] 200 820 20 0881 0.099 78] 24 \WLS 7.9%
intormountaln Pwr [ operoll uT mid-80s__IW-DB-PC| 2001 0.51] 11819 0.8620] 200 820 20 9180 0.100 057 4 WLS 7.8%
avajo 3 oporsling AZ __PC 2001 0.53 0908 0.823] 200 8§03 803 132 0.101 55B] 24 VIS AR
Cotstrp 3 operating M7 B/11/1979 PC 2000 .75 8487 1.546] 2002 77 778 771 0,104 1149] — 24 WLS | 83.6%
Colstiip 4 oporpting MT 9/11/1970 PC_ | 2000 .75 3487 1,546] 20008 77 778 388 0.110 885] 24 Wis | 928%
Calstri 3 aparstng MT 91171078 PC__} 2000 0.75 8487 1.548} 2001 |77 776 8767 0.178 g84l 24 WLS | 02.3%
intsmmountain Pt Projec | 3 {ssued Ut 1071504 [W-08PC 0.75] 11183 1.273 250 8050 0.120 1088] 24 WLS | 80.6%
Bull Mouniatn-Roundup f3uod X0 0131102 PC 0.04 9921 1.695] 2000 § 2:@%0 | 780 6028]  ~ 0.120 053] 24 LSO | 93.7%
Longvion Power tssuod WV 0301/04 PC 261 11750 4.043 500 600 6114 0.120 734] - VILS 7.0%
Colstrlp. 3 opomiing MT 811171978 PC__{ 2000 0.75 8487 1.640] 2000 | 7178 718 8550 0.121 o) 24 WLS 2.2%
imarmountain Pay { opanting i mid-80s__ IW-0B-PC| 2000 048] 11817 0.772] 2000 | 82D 20 §848 0.122 162] 24 WLS 14.3%
Calship 4 operat! MY 8/11/1978 PC | 2000 0.75 6467 1.546] 2001 778 178 0462 0.125) 1184] 24 WiS | 81.8%
Conamaugh 1 opomt PA 2001 8527 0.1371 1172 24 62.1%
Navajo 2 opersting AZ PC__] 200\ 0.63] 10800 0.829) 2002 | 800 803 9157 0.138 1124 4 WLS | 85.0%
Cenomaugh 2_} opomatng PA 2001 8313 0.142] 1181 24 81.9%
Bonsnia 1 oporaing T 200481 PC__] 2001 0.40 0920 0.705| 2002 | 400 400 5057 0.143 841] 24 WLS | 79.8%
Conemaugh 2 oponling PA PC__} 1087 2.22] 12532 3.386} 2002 936 938 FIXT] 0.144] 11689 24 Wi 80.1%.
Calstrip 4_ | opersiing M1 0/31/1070 PC__ 1 2000 0.15) 8487 1.546] 2002} 778 178 8854 0,146 881] 24 WLS | 00.0%
Black Hils Pwr-Wygen2 apgeaied wy 09/25/02 PC 1.20 7850 2.642 600 00 5145 0.160 T12] 24 LSD [ 94.3%
Cra 3 oporoting Cco ? 0B8PC | 2001] 0.38 10181 0.653] 2001 | 446 446 4545 0.156 710] 24 [ 75.9% |
Nava]o 1 opareting AZ BC__| 2001 0.53] 10800 0.623] 2001 ) 602 803 8218 0.170 2340 ) WLS | 60.6%
N, Amer, Pvr-Mid PRB dead WY PC 0.40 8530 0.821 S00 500 4664 0.180 40 ] LSD_ ) 78.1%
Two Ek £2 doad WY PC 0,40 8530 0821 600 500 4664 0.180 340 24 tSD | 78.1%
Boranza 11 opomsiing | ~ UT 204/81_|__PC__ | 2000 0.4D] 10008 0.568] 2000 § 400 400 5466 0.185 33| 24 WIS 172.1%
fmﬂu i operatng | AL PC ] 700§ 0.53] 10509 0.923] 2002 | _ED. 83 5530 0.202 2 24 WS J 78

* Actial amissions fram exisling souroes or proposed or permiled Imits far new sourcen
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I 1
able S.c. SOZ Rerkinga (30-dsy avaraqing pordod)
02 Isaus Baollor _Coal Qually — Capacity Emlsslons or Limits® § Period Cantrol
|Faghity Nemo Unl s ] Date T Yonr (bimmBiv} { Year [ 14w Total | {mm8tumr}] {lmmBirn] _ (the [() Type !al
aw 10t [ opero %‘_ C__] 2000 . ¥ 0.397] 2000 285 K1kl 0.581 252] 120 LSO | 76.5%
Rawhide 101 | operating co PC | 2001 0.23 8332 0.458] 70011 286 285 3242 -0.082 273 720 LSD 79.9%
Comanchs ] spplication []¢] PC 0.28 8200 0.81) 750 1950
Crolp 3 opesaiing co ? \-DB-PCY 2001 0.38] 10181 0.653] 2002 | 448 448 972 0.118 432 720 oL 82.2% |-
Bonanza 1 operaling Ut 204731 PC | 2000 0.60] 10008 0.600] 2000 [ ¢00 400 5114 0.081 3300 720 WLS | 87.0%
Bonenza 1 oparel (V11 2/04/81 PC 2001 0.40 9929 0.705] 2001 400 400 5288 0.088 3281 720 WLS 90.4%
Bonanzs 1 opgrating uY 2104781 PC 2004 0.40 8529 0.705}) 2002 | 400 40D STED 0.071 221 720 WLS | 88.8%
Hunter (Eme 3 opersing ur 1933 |W-DB.PC| 2000 0.45 784 0.728] 2000 | 485 86 4773 0.087 341] 120 S | 685%
Huntar (Emery] 3 opamting T 1983 __[W-OB.PC{ 2000 0.45] — 11784 0.726] 2002} 495 496 4248 0.109 465|720 VILS | 857% |
inlamountain Pwr operating UT mid-80s _[W-DB-PC| 2000 0.48 § ,772] 2000 820 | 820 D487 0,082 7541 720 WLS 89.4% |
tniesmountsin Pwy 2 cparotl UT mid-80s _ {W-08-PC] 2000 .48 1317 0.772] 2000 | 820 520 D408 0.058 566 720 WLS 023%
Intormountain Pwa _Opersaling UT mid-80s [W-08-PCl 2001 .6 11819 .8203 2001 20 820 8748 0.070 €07] 720 WLE | 01.6%
Intormountaln Pwr 0, ng) UT mid-80s _JwW-DD-PCl 200 5 318 0.820] 2001 ] 820 320 9626 0.073 657 720 WLS 1,2%
Intormountaln Pwr oporating Ut mid-60s_|v/-DB-PC] 200 0.5 11818 0.820] 2002 820 820 Y008 064 558] 72D wLS 2.2
(ntgrmountaln Pay . gpanating Ut mid-80s  fw-DB-PC| 200 0.51] 11818 0.820] 2002 { 820 20 220 083 §68) 120 WLS | 92.4%
Navalo 1 aperotng AZ PC__ | 2000 0.53] 10919 0.922) 2000 | 809 803 6030 109 S5%|_120 WS | 8a.i%
Navalo F] opersing | AZ PC 2000 0.53] 1081 0.822] 2000 | 803 800 8206 D.283 24680 720 WLS €8,
Navelo 3 opersting AZ PC ) 0.53 1081 0.022] 2000 ) 603 803 6679 0.097 778|720 WLE 89.4%
3 Y _opemating AZ. PC__ 1200 0.5 0538 0.923] 200 803 803 7el§! 0.007 4351 720 Vil 90.1%
Nav 2 oparafing AZ PC 1200 0.5 0509 0.923] 200 B03 803 8553 .044 3A[ 720 WU 852% |
avajn 3 oporaling AZ PC__ 1 2001 0.57 16805 0.923] 200 §0C 503 8049] .034 386] 720 WLS | 93.1%
Navajo i operaiing AZ PC__ |} 2001 0.5 10808 0.923] 2002 | 803 603 8184 0.053 401 120 WS | 843
Navojo 2 opore AZ PC [ 200t 0.53] 10808 0.923] 2002 | 803 80- €573 0.085 336] 720 ViLS 02.9%
Navajo 3 opsrell AL PC__ 12001 0.53 10908 0.923] 2002 | €03 603 8068 0.071 47 20 WL 92.3
Intarmauntaln Pwr Projed 3 Issue Ut 10/1504 w-0B-PC .75 14183 1.273 950 8050 0.100 gos{ 720 LS 92,1%
Colstrip 3 ] opening MT B/1171878 PC 2000 0.75 1487 1.846] 2000 778 7700 0.114 B58] 720 WLS | 83.4%
Colstrip [ peral (534 o/11/4878 PC ¥00 0.75 8487 1.546] 2000 § V7 77 8741 0.091 761l 720 WL 284.5%
Calatrip 3 | opemting AT I /1371979 PC__{ 2000 0,75 8487 546] 2001 | 717 77 5624 0.115 §60) 720 Wi 2.1%
Catstr] 4 oparaling MT 2/11/1978 PC 12000 0.75) 846 .548Y 200 17 f BB16 0.003, 807|720 WLS 4.4%
Colstrip 3 _] opesaling MY 8/111878 PC__ [WREFI 0.75 8487 .548] 2002 | 77 77 8564 0.061 623] 720 WL 91.8%
Calatrlp 4 opamating MT 8/11/4879 PC 2000 0.75 8487 1.546] 2002 77 77 8534 0.062 525] 720 WLS 91,0%
EAG Daserl Rock _ppplcation | NEPA FC 0.82] @910 1.81 760 1600 13620 0.060 817 720 s 0.0%
Bull Mountain-Roundup Igsuad MT 01131700 PC 0.94 9924 1,895, 21300 | 780 8326 0.120 863] 720 LSD 3.7%
[Black HMs Pwr-Wygen2 appaslad wY 01/25/02 PC 1.20 7850 2.642 500 500 5140 0.100 5151 720 LSD £8.2%
Red Troll Enagy ___ponding NO crB 1.20 6800 3.043 260 0.080 23| 120 LSO 95.6%
Mustang panding_ NA PC 1.66 8547 3167 300 300 3182 0.108 345 720 CDS |} 06.6%
Gascoma Issued ND [3:] .07, 5650 3.287 75 175 2112 0.038 80| 720 CELS
Consmaugh 1-PN | operating PA PC 1887 222 12512 3.308] 2002 938 838 1731.74 0.061] <73 720 wL 91.8%
1C gh 2-PN ] opsroling PA PC 1997 2.22] 12532 3.386] 2002 36 936 771332 0.070] 6543 720 WL 90.8%
Longéew Powat Issund wy 0301/04 PC 25| 11750 4.043 600 600 8114 0.120 734] 120 WLS 07.0%
Dosaret 2 pending uTt CFB 1.00 4000 4,376/ 10 110 1478 0.100 148] 720 LSD 92.71%
\NEVCO-Sevler __pending Ut CF8 HREFIl_ #REF] FREFI 770 270 2537 HREFI TREFIL 720 | CFOICOS | AREFI

* Actust emissions from exisling sources or proposod of permited Emits for new sources
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Table 8.d. SO2 Rankings

Annua) sverpgin

ro
S02 redl _Isaus Bolios Cool Quallty L Capa missions or Limits® | Penod Coatiol

Facliity Neme Unit Statuy Permit # Dple T Y LY (Bﬂ%i [BImnBlG)| Year | MW Tol BStubr}] (dmmBtu)| (wihi) h TypQ le

gD 101 ) _opora] &) %'c!’— 01 8.23] 8837 U458} 2001 ] 285 | 28 308 “""5‘67 225} 8760 1SD 3.
Comancha 3V epplicaticn] CO PC 0.29 8200 613 750 1850 7424 6.100 742] 8760 (SD 3.7%
Nyvajo 2_| opersting AZ °C ] 2001 053] 10909 .923] 2601 ] 803 803 1837 0035 210{ 8760 WLS 48.2%
Navealo 1 operalin AZ PC 2000 0.53 13919 05221 2000 ] 863 802 7366 0.038 280] 8760 wLS 85.8%
Navojo 2 aperating AZ PC__ | 2001 0.53] 10908 0.923] 2002 803 503 8116 0.039 281 8760 wWLS | 958%
Novajo [ operaling AL PC | 2001 0.53] 10808 0.023] 2001 | 803 803 8544 0.040 243 8780 WLS | 850%
Nawalo opoallng |~ AZ BC__] 2001 0.63] 10908 0.623) 2002 |_B03 | & 78 0.040 769 6760 | W5 | 956% |

nerzs [ oporating | UY__| 20481 PC__§ 200¢ 0.40 80- 0,705 2002 | 400 400 5140 0.045 2 760 WS 13.6%
iMarmountaln Pwr 2 oporati Ut mid€0s_ | W-D8PC]| 2000 0.48] 118 D.772] 2000 | 62 820 9114 048 4 760 WS }4.0%
imMenmountoln Per i operailng V14 mid80s__[\/-0B-PC| 2000 48] 11817 0.772] 2000 20 820 8028 048 432 8760 WS 93.8% |
ntermountain Pwr 2| opaeraling uT mid-60s__|vi-DB-PC| 2001 51| 11819 0.620] 2002 20 820 8B75 0.060 343] 8760 wiS 2.0%
Clgver 00 4405 050 10] 6760 34.0%

avajo K oporatig AZ PC__ | 200 0.63] 10809 0.623] 2002 | 803 803 047 0.050 70| 8760 WS | 946
InErmounisin Pwr oparalting UT mid-80s  |JW-08-PC] 200 0.5 11819 0.620] 2002 0 820 3768 0.050 438]_ 8760 WLS 983.8%
Novepo H aperaling AZ PC__| 2000 0.63] 10919 0.922| 2000 | 603 803 7774 0.061 J768] 6760 WS | 84.5%
Naval 3 poral AZ PC__[ 2001 .53 10809 0.923] 2001|803 803 7501 0.053 396] 8780 WLS | 94.2%
STEAG-Desart Rock plicatl NEPA PC 0.82 8310 1.811 750 1500 13620 0.055 7157{ 8780 WLS 0.0%
trsmowntaln Puy 2 oporating uT mid-80s | W-DB-PC[ 2001 0.51] 11818 0.820) 2001 |_ 820 820 9367 0.055 522| 8760 wLS 1 63.23%
|8onanza 1 operating ut 2/04/81 PC__ | 2001 0.40 6820 0.705] 2001 | 400 400 4846 0.057 276] 8780 WLS | 83.0%
intermountaln Pwr 1 oporotng uT mig-80s  {W-08-PC] 2001 0.51] 11519 0.820{ 2001 @20 820 8378 0.058 487} 8760 WLS [ 83.0%
Navalo 3 | operalng AZ PC_ | 2000 053] 10918 0.922] 2000} 803 603 8261 0.058 458] 8760 WLS | 87%
Clovar 2 2001 4451 0.060) 268] 8760 82.6%
Clover 2 2002 4315 0.062 287] 8760 922%
|Bonanza 1 oporating | UT 2/04/B1 PC | 2000 0.40] 10008 0.668] 2000 | 400 400 4644 0.063 203] 6780 WS~ | 81.0%
Clovor i 20072 4254 0.084 2 8760 91.8%
ey (Emo 3_{ opemiing UT 1883___ |W-DB-PC] 2000 0.45] 11764 0.726] 2000 | 405 | 498 4038 0.067 230] 8760 ViLS | 92.5%
Hunler (Emai K oporang UY 1983 W-D8-PC| 2000 0.45] (1784 0.726] 200 400 | 403 0.084 3405|8760 VLS | 82.5%
Hunter [Ema: cporating | UT. 1983 __ | v/-0B-PC| 2000 0.45] 11784 0.728] 200 [ 496 391 0.068 3714|8780 WLS_ | 80.7% |
Cols)rip 4 operating M7 B/1171870 | T-PC | 2000 0.76 8487 1.546) 2001 ] 718 778 7738 0.088 668] B760 WLS | 955%
Hamison 3 oparniing WV o8-PC | 887 3.40] 12553 5,145] 1997 | 634 884 0.087 8760 WLS | 83.3%
Yatos ! 2002 711 089 63.2] 8760 28.3%
Harrison 1 cpsrating | WV _ 0B-PC_| 1997 3.40] 12553 5.146] 1007 § _6aa 684 0.080 8760 WLS | 86.3%
Red Trall Enargy ponding ND CFB 1.20) 6900 3.043 250 0.080 23] 8780 LSD | 95.6%
Cra 3 aparoting [s) 7 OB-PC | 200¢ .38 10181 0.653} 2001 | 448 448 2012 0.080 353] 8760 DL 89.5%
Hentson 2 cporailng WV OB-PC_| 1097 340) 12553 5.145] 1897 | 084 684 090 3760 VLS | 88.2%
Cralg 3 | operatng | €O 7 W-0B-PC} 2001 0.38 G161 0.653] 2002 | 44€ 446 3884 .094 338]__ 68760 DL 85.5% |

v Poor tasued WV 030104 PC 2.5 750 4,043 600 600 6114 0.085 561] 8760 WLS | 97.8%

Conemaugh 2 aparstipg PA PC__{ V697 2.22] 12532 3.368] 2002 § 0% 036 7181.5¢ 0.088] 704 760 VILS 88.0%
| Colatrt 3 aporoll MT 8/11/1978 | T-PC_{ 2000 0.75 8487 1,546} 2002 ] 778 778 7684 0.100, 76! 760 WL 93%
Dosarel 2 | pendin uT CFB 7.0 0 4.375 110 110 147 0.100 14 760 LSD B7.
Inte ain Pwy Prolect {3 issynd v 107504 [W-0B.PC 075] 11183 1,273 BO30 0.100 805] 0700 WLS | 921%

Aclunl emissions from existing sources o1 proposod of parmiled fimits for novs sourcas
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Tablo 6.8. NOx Rankings (1, 3 & 24-hr avoraging perlods

NOx {ssuefOp Emlssions oc LimMis®_ {Parlod Control
Facllity Nama Unit Status  [Permit#]  Date (mmBtuhi) | (83Pct ivmmBiu)| (IbMr) [(Min 30-Day I¥mmBag (hr) Type (%)
STEAG-Dasert Rock lication | NEPA 13620 0.060 817 24 SCR 85%
Bull Mountaln-Roundup Issued MT 01/31/03 8028 0.070 562 24 LNB/SCR 80%
Intermoundain Poaer Projett 3 pandinp uT 8050 0.07 634 24 LNB/SCR 84%
Longview Power ssued wv 03/01/04 6114 0.080 489 24 LNBR/SCR 81%
Rocky Mt Pvr-Hardin Issued MT 1304 0.080 147 1 SCR
Rocky Mtn Pwr-Hardin 19sued MY 1304 0.080 "7 24 SCR
Neil Simpson . Il operating WY 1869 310 0.087 3 24 LNB T7%
Bull Mountain-Rountdup __lssued MY 01/3103 8028 0.100 803 1 LNB/ISCR 71%
Graene Enargy pro-6p PA 5642 0.100 551 3 SCR 59%
Groens Eng PA 5512 0.100 551 24 SNCR 89°%
NEVCO-Savisr pending ur 2532 0.100 253 24 CFB/SNCR 59%
Nosthhamplon Gen. Co. —operating _|PAL134] 04/14/95 1150 0.100] 115 24
Red Trufl Enecgy “pending | _ND 260 0.100 25 24| CFRISNCR | 12%
Comancho J | epplication] CO 1421 0.162] 1200 kL) SCR 6%
* Adiual emissions from extsting sources or preposed of permited Rrits lor naw sourcas
Tab!o 6.b. NOx Renkings (720.hr avaraging periods) I
{ NOx lsuQOp Capacity ~Emlastons o7 Limits® Perlod Contzol
Nameg Unit Status Pearmit ¥ Dals Yeaor MW | Towa! | {(mmBiutu) | (8Pt IvmmBiu)| (iv/hr) [(MRn 30-Day IVmmBLu)| (he T%g (%
BHP preap A PC 550 | 650 5111 0.000 Q 720 LNBISCR 003%
M1, Stom 1 opsrating wv 7 TC 2001 570 | 570 5374 0.000! a} 720 100%
Northsikis 1 operst! FL | 7002 | 2343 0.000 [ 720 100%
'S’TEAG-D&GN Rock gpplcation | NEPA PC 750 | 1500 13620 0.060 817 24 SCR 85%
[AES Wamiar Run Issued  |IMD-00 06/03(84 ACFB 0.070 720 SNCR
|Black Hills Pwr-Wynan2 oappealed WY 08/25/02 PC 500 500 514 0.070 360 720 LNB/SCR 85%
Bull tountalin-Roundu, Issued M7 01/31/03 PC 2390 | T80 802 0.070] 581.8 720 LNBVSCR 80%
'lmermmm Powsr Projoct 3 panding uT W-0B-PC 950 | 980 050 0.070 834 720 LNB/SCR 84%
Kantucky Mounisin Power Issued KY 0504101 CF8 2 x 250] 500 5100 0.070! 357 720 FB/SNCR 10%
Kenurky Westem Power - KY CFB 2x250] 500 5100 0.070 357 720 FBISNCR
Longvisw Powsar Issued WV 03/0V/04 PC 800 | 600 6114 0.070 428 720 LNB/SCR 84%
Santes Coaper Cross 384 pending | SC PC 2x600 | 1200 11400 0.070| 798 720 SCR B0%
Ne# Stmpson 1 operatng WY 19 D8-PC 2002 100 100 288 0.078 21 720 LNB 4%
|Beech Hollow Pro-ap PA CFB 300 | 300 2850, 0.080 212 720 CFB/SNCR 5%
Kansas P3L-Hawthamo operaing [7(s] PC 570 | 570 8300 0.080 720 INB/SCR 8%
Mustang pending NM PC 300 | 300 3192 0.080 255 720 SCR 88%
 Thozoughbred issued KY 10/41/02 PC 2750 | 1500 14892 0.080] 1191 720 LNB/SCR 70%
Gascoyne Is3ued NO [v5:] 175 \75 2112 0.080 190 720 80%
JEA Northslds Repows! |ssued FL-O0178[ 7/14/1339 CFB 232881 536 5528 0.080] 498 120 FB/ISNCR
LGS&E Trimble County p XY PC 750 | 7650 6705 0.080 603 720 LNB/SCR 76%
Rocky Min Pva-Herdin issued MY PC 113 11 1304 0.090, 117 720 SCR
Deserst 2 | pending ur CFB 110 11 1478 0.100 148 720 CFB/SNCR 84%
Greena Energy pre=ap PA W-DB.PC 950 | 850 5512 0.100 61 720 CFB/SNCR 69%
NEVCO-Sovier perding uT CFB 270 ] 270 2532 0.100! 253 720 CFB/SNCR SB%
Northhampton Gen. Co. operating |PA-D134] 04/1445 I | 1 1146 0.10 720
Rad Trell Ensrgy pending NO CFB 250 0.100 25 720 SNCR 72%
Red Yrall Energy peanding ND CFB 260 0.100 25 720 CFB/SNCR %
Kenluchy Eastem Pover KY CFB 2x250] 500 65100, 0.125 318 720 FBISNCR 40%
Yark County Enargy Pannors Issuad PA-0132 CFB 2500 | 2500 0.125 720
Edison-A\Ussion Eremy issued 0.150 720 SCR
|Encoal Corp. Norh Rochelle _issved _ |WY-0G47] 1010/87 PC 3860 0150 720 | LNB/OFA+SCR
Enemy New Bedlerd Cogan. issuad lMAﬂOOOéI CFB 150 | 300 3342 0.150 720 SNCR
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Taunton Energy Canter 1ssued B | )| 1604 1604 0.160 { 72

Tuscon Eeclric Pover-Spingervitlo AZ PC_ | 2 % 360 0.150 720

Two Elk Gen. Part, Lim. Part, Issued  [NY-003d 0227788 PC 250 0.450 720 | NBIOFA+SCR

Apache 1 ] 2001 [ 645 0.46] 105 ) 720 83%
* Actua! emisslons ffom exlsting sources or proposed or permited imils for ne'w sources

Tablo 8.c. NOx Rankings (8760-hr averaging peslcds)

NOx tssuefOp Boller Capacily Emissions or_Limis* Period, Cantrol

Facliity Name Unit|  Sratus  (Pemité[  Date Type Yoar | MW | Tota! | (mmBiuhr) §(98Pct ib/mmBiu)] (ibfhr) [(AGn 30-Day ImmBiu)| (he) Type . {%)
Nedl Simpson ) operating | WY 1989 D8PC | 2002 | 100 ) 100 265 0.055 14 8760 80%
STEAG-Desert Rock _application | NEPA PC 750 | 1500 13820 0.056] 757 8760 SCR 86%
8HP pre-ap NEPA PC 550 | 550 5141 0.060 07 8780 LNR/SCR 89%

[Northsids 1 oparaling FL 2002 1884 0.080] 114 6760 80%
Longviow Power {ssuad WV_| 03/01/04 PC 600 | 600 8114 0.085] 397 8760 ] LNB/SCR 85%
Norths!de 2 | operatn FL 2002 1841 0.088] 125 8780 0%

{Black Hils Pwr-Wypen2 aled WY [ 0912502 PC 500 | 500 5146 0.070] 360 3760 LNB/SCR 85%
Bull Mountain-Roundup Issued MT | 0131/03 PC 2300 | 780 7474 0.070] 523 8760 LNB/SCR 80%
Intermountain Powsr Project 3 preap ut W-UB-£C 050 | 850 8060 0.070} 634 8760 LNB/SCR 84%
Santss Cooper Cross 384 pending | SC PC 2x600 | 1200 11400 0.070] 798 720 SCR 80%
Beech Hallow pro-ap PA CFB 300 | 300 2650 0.080] 212 8760] CFB/SNCR 85%
Mustang pending NAS PC 300 | 300 3152 0.080] 255 8760 WNB/SCR 86%
Thoroughbrod Issued KY 10711702 PC 2750 | 1600 14882 0.060] 1101 6760 LNBSSCR 70%
LS Powar-Ptum Palnl Energy pending AR PC 600 | 800 8358 0.080] 1337, 8760 LNBISCR 81%
Prolda Stale Gan iL PC 2x750 [ 1500 14885 0.080] 1340 B760 LNBISCR 67%
Rocky Mtn Pvar-Hardin Issued MT PC 113 ) 113 1304 0.030 17 8760 SCR

N. Amar, Pwrld PRB dead wY PC 500 | 500 4664 0.091] 424 6760 SCR 78%
Tvo Elk #2 dead WY PC 1 x 500] 500 4664 0.081 €24 8760 SCR 9%
Daserst 2 pending uT CFB 110 | vt0 1478 0.088] 142 8760 CFBISNCR 85%
Comeancho 3 [ epplication] CO PC 750 | 1950 7421} 0.10 742 6760 SCR %

* Actual emissions from exisiing sources or proposod ar parmited Nmits for now sources
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Tobk 8.8,

Controlied PM10 Speclation from AP-42 Tablge 1.1-58 1.18
Qry Bottom Bellsr buming Pulvertzed Coal using onty Fabric Fllter for Emlsslions conirol

based on Comanche Unk #1 Mox Allowable 24-Hr Heat input
ozsumes haafing value of €528 Bud end a sutfur content of 0.40 % and an ash contant of 4.E0 %
Controlled PVI10 Emissions (Bold values from Tsbb 1.1-5. —
alier | Total P10 Fliisrabio Cosroe Ext. Fine FinoSell [ Ex. | Fine EC Ext ndansiblo CPM IOR Parido CPM OR Panlcls
T ErmmBiu) l (vmmeiu)] {iimmBi) {Coal] (I/mmet {ibiton]__ [Coef.] (wmmBw) | Coot bmmBtu) | (&mmB) | Type] ExtCoel.|  (b/mmsiy) | Type] ExtCoal.
0148 .00 0.0023 08 0.0023 0.0022 1 0.0000 70 0.010 0.008 SO4| 3'RRH) 0.002 SOA| 4
— Contalled PMT0 Emlsshons (BoK Values fom Tablo 145 ﬁ_
ler | Total P41 Htaroblo Coarse Ext. Fina FinoSoll | Ext] FinaEC . Corvionsible CPH IOR Panticla CPAM OR _Porticle
%% [bton) bAon (ibhon) _ [Coaf] (ibiton) _(Ibton) [ Coaf. (Ibnon; Coal, Mon (lbfton) Typo] Ext.Caef. {mton Type| Ext.Conf.
P 0.231 0.092 0.048 0.8 0.046 0.044 1 0.00 10 . 0. 3’ 0.040 SOA] 4
Coniraied PMI0 Emissions
tar | Totol PeA10J F&orodio Coarse | & Feno, Flno Soll__ | Bxt J_ Fine EC Bt JCondonsiblo] __ GPM IOR " Parlclo CPMOR_ Pasicle
T of Towl) (% of Yow)} (% of Tolal) |Coof (% of Total) | (% of Yotal) |Cool] (% of Towl) | Cool, %ol Total)] (%ol Total) | Typo] ExtCool.] (% of Total) | Type] ExtCoel.
‘Fc«oﬁ%‘ 100% 2% 155% 0.8 15.6% 15.2% 1 06% 10 66% 54.7% sﬁ_ﬂ{iﬂ) 137% _ |SOA| 4
Cantrollad PIAT0 Emisslons
for__| Total PMIOJl_Fiterable Coarse | B4.]___ Fino Fino Soi__ | &xt. ne ndens cPi ~ Panicle [ Poriclo__|
1%&%_ Ity iashr b | Coof. (?y) M) 3 () Ceol. ibme B, Typo] ExtCcel. [5hg_ Type| ExtCoe.
1564 5 0.3 53 a1 1 [} 10 ] S04| S'I(RR) 218 SOA ¢
i Contolled PW10 Emlaslons
oller__| Yoial P2A10JN Filterablo Ex. Flne Fino Sall -] Fme E Condonsitle] __ CPMIOR ~ Pardo CPMOR Partilo
Type of Tota!) Il (% of Total)|[% of Flterablo) Coel.|{% of Fiterabie} (S of Fiterabla)] 1 _](% of Flltorablo)] Coel. % of votal) | (56 of Candensibia}} Type| Exi.Cosl.| (% of Condansibie)| Type| Ext.Coal.
% 50% 0.6 50.0% 3% 1 3% 10 S0a| 3°{RH) 20% S0 4
(% of Fine) [Coal] (3% of Fine) | Coef.
88.3% 1 3% 10
Comrolicd EM10 Emissions
Boiler | Total FAIOJ Fisrabtla no Condansible s, CAAR s
T T/ 15/h ovh o714 RS
5 5
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Table 8.b.

Caontrollad PM10 Spaciation from AP-42 Teblas 1.16 & 1.1-6
Dry Bottom Boflar buming Pulvortzed Coal uslng FGD # Fabric Fiitar for Emisalons controd

S0/ST/¥0

based on Comancho Unlt #2 Max Allowablo 24-hr Heat Input
assumas heating value of 9929 Btufd and a sulfur contertt of 040 % and an ash conlani of 460 %
mﬁmmm valios from Yabtle 115,
Bollor | Total PI410 M Fiiteiablo Coorse . Fine Fine Sofl . ine CPM IOR ~ Pericio CPMOR Peicts
T% Ib/mmElu) Bl (WmmBtu)] (/mmBiu) [Coel] (Ib/mmBty) (Ib¥ton) Cool.t (IbimmBtu) _({{b/mmBiu} T Ext.Cool, (ivmmBtu) Typo] ExLCosl.
P 0.0245 0.0048 0.0023 0.6 0.0023 0.0022 1 0.00009 0.016 Sg' 5'!]@ 0.004 SOA 4
Contiollod PMT0 Emissions [Bold Valuos from Table 1.1-8, -
7o PMIOJN Fiarable | Coarse | Ext. Fino Fino Sol | Ext | Fine EC Bd. i Condenslbls 4 TOR Parlcio CPMOR Partide
T [ Inton) [Aon) | Cosl]  (iofian) {iiton] __ [Cosl{ _ (wAan) | Coel. (ib7ton) —{ton] Type| Exi.Cool. biton) Typo| Ext.Coel)
Bl 0.689 ~0.002 0.048 0.6 0.045 0.044 i 0.0017 10 0.387 0.318 504] 3(RHA] | 0.079 OA
X Controllad PM10 Emlssions
Boler | Tolsl PH10JR Fierable Coarse Ext. Fing _Fing Sai | Ext. Flns EC X, Cocdonsiblg, CPMIOR Paricle CPMOR Particls
LT 5 of Tolal) M (% of To! (% of Total} |Coef. (% of Yola! (% of Total} [Coet.] " {% of Total Cosl. % af Total (% of Talal) | Yype| Ext.Cool. 3% of Total Typa| Ext.Cacll
—Pé%%‘ 109 A% 0.6 9.4% 9.1% i 0.3% 10 B1 55.0% $04[ 3T(RA) 16.2% §§A 3
. o Controliad PM10 Emissions —
[Baller | Vol PAVOJI Fioratlo | Cosroe | Ext Fino Fine Soil__ ] EX1. ] Fio EC Ex, JCondonsibla] _ CPM (OR Parlkic CPM OR Portcio
Yype | (omr {Ibhn (1) | Coal. [0 {Ib/hr) i (Ib/hr) Cocl. ibMi) (o) Yype] Ext.Coa! (/) Type] Ext.Coe!.
PC-0B 2325 437 219 0.6 219 211 \ [ 10 16888 1510 S% 3'7(8.!-‘) 378 SOA 4
Canvolled PIT0 Emlscions .
Botlar__{ Tatal FBA10 roblo Coarso [ Ext.] __ Fino ne Soll Fine EC —_JCondunsibio] _CPMIOR Paricly CPMOR Paricho__|
Ty of Tota % of Tolal of Filtarablo}} Coel.J{¥o of Fillorable)| (%% of Filterable)] 1 {(% of Filterablo)] Coal. {% of Total} [{% of Condensible)| Type] Ext.Coof.|{% of Condansibie}| Typa] ExtCool.
COB | _100° 6% 60% 0.8 50.0% 48.2% i V9% 10 BI% 0% SO 3’1{RH) 0% Al 4
{% of Fino) |Cool] (% of Einef Cacl.
§6.3% { 3.7% 10 |
~Conloed PAI0 Emissions
Boker Total PM10 Fittarablo 8 i 3 ensiblo]:b=t. X .ﬂlﬂaﬂin‘b QTR
T bt Ibhy 1o 3 OOt
-08 25 37 218 1888 3] :
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Tablo 8.¢.

Conualied PM10 Spociation from AP-42 Tables 1.1-5& 1.1-6
Dry Bottom Boller buming Pulverized Coal using FGD 4 Fabric Filter far Emissions contrel

based on Cemancho UnH #3 Max Aliowable 24-hr Hasat Inpul
9920 Btufib and o sullur contem of

040 % and an ash contem of

480 %

assumes hagling velue af
Controlled PMT0 Emissions (B0% values fom 1 -
Boiler | Total PM1 ltarable Coasse X Fins Fina Soll Ext Flne EC Ext. CPM IOR Portide _Cl Particla
T wmmBw) B (YmmB Q_hiémmatu) Cosl]| (/mmBiy) {©ron)  Coeld (IWmmBw) | Gost. —(tvmmBhy) | Type| ExtCosl.] __ (/mmBtu) | Typs] Ext.Cool.
B | 0.0248 0048 ,0023 06} 00029 0.0022 i 0.00009 10 0.016 S04| 3'RRH) SOA| 4
Controlled PM10 Emisslons (B01d Values from 1209 1.1-6,
Bofler olal PM10 Tltoradlo Coarse Ext Fira Flne Soil Ex. Fing EC Ext Condonsihte A 10 Particle Partivle
T (tVton) !bon} {Ibftan) Cosf. (Aton) (Ibtton} Coef. (1bftan) Cosl. (IzNon} ~{Ibton) T Ext.Coel. Type| Ex.Coel.
PCDB{ 0. 0.092 0.048 0.6 0.048 0.043 1 0.0017 0 0.397 0.318 S03] 31(RH) SOAl 4
— Conrcdiad PM10 Emisskons
olfer | Towl FiA10J Finerstle |  Coarse | Ext Fino Finosol | Ext | Fine EC .l Condonsibic] __ CPM IOR Partie CPMOR Particlo
T % of T of Total of Total) |Coef.] (SvofTolal] | {JolTotal) |Cosl] (% of Toisl) | Coef. % of Total)] (% of Talal) ';g_ €xt.ConLl] _ {% of Total} Tg;a‘ Ext.Coof.
'#%s 100% 1 9.4 0.6 0.4 9.1% 7 0.3% 0 18 86.0°% 3F(RH) SOA[ 4
Controlled PMID Ermissions
Botor_ | Total PM10JIK Flierablo Coarse Ext]_ Fuwwo “Fing 501 | EXT. B EC Condensible] _ GPM IOR Paricie ]| CPMOR Partkle
T (L) (vhn Coel. Iohr) {lohn) 1 (ibihn Coel. [ (BAw)_ ype] Ex1.Cogt. ype| €xt.Coof.
ﬁge' 142 27 13 0.6 13 13 1 0 10 115 92 S04 F1(RH) SOA| 4
: Controtied PIAT0 Emissions
Bollar__[Tota PIATOJ Fitarabils Coarse | Et. Fine Fino Soll | ExL.| _ Fine EC Ext. CPMIOR | Partcle CPMOR___|__ Parcio
T of Total) (% of Tolal){{% of Filterabia] Coef.]{% of Filterabis)|(% ol Filterabls)] 1 |{% of Filerable)] Coef. ($% of Yotal) {(% of Condensiblo)] Type] Ext.Cosf.} (% of Candensible)} Type] Ext.Coal.
Pixfloa 00 9% 50 0.8 50.0% 18.2% j 1.9% 10 81% 80% S04 3°RRH) SOAl ™ 4
Tk ol Fine) {Caol] (% of Fine) | Coel.
96.3% ) 3.7% 10 )
Tonvoled PMIT0 Emissions

Bollar

kit -l Condensibla) v~ ¥ CPM
ool g [ (o

GGl
1085

—
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